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| Mrs Thatcher's “harddine” policyon 
. Immigration revealed. Soppy Tories say: _ 


“WE MUST PROVIDE MORE 
TAXPAYERS’ MONEY FOR 
THESE UNFORTUNATE BLACKS” 
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More Tory race waffle 


Shortly after Mrs. Thatcher’s cynical 
electioneering gimmick about introducing 
stricter controls over immigration the teeth- 
gnashing, breast-thumping, do-gooder liberal 
conscience of the Tory Party has quickly 
moved in and taken over — as if as a terrified 
reaction to Labour accusations of ‘racialism’ 
— and ensured that the Tories perform the 
necessary political trick of pointing two 
ways at once on the issue. 

After lullabies from Willie Whitelaw 
and Peter Walker about how committed the 
Tories are to integrating the immigrants now 
here and how richly they contribute to our 
society, there has rfow come the latest piece 
of hilarity in the form of a speech given by 
Mr. Keith Speed. The Conservatives would, 
Mr. Speed says, encourage the creation and 
expansion of more small firms in cities to 
provide extra jobs, particularly for young 
immigrants. 

“We need,” “more 
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resources from public and private sectors in 
our cities ... more rehabilitation of houses 
to improve the living conditions of all 
communities living there.”’ 

Well, well, well! Job creation, eh! Isn’t 
that one of the very things for which the 
Tories have attacked Labour in the past — 
setting up industries in certain areas, not 
because they are going to be commercially 
viable, not because they are going to be 
profitable, but just because they are going to 
provide jobs for a certain section.of the 
electorate to whom the ‘job-creating’ party 
is looking for votes? 

And if there is going to be a concen- 
tration of new industries or the expansion of 
existing industries in certain areas so as to 
provide jobs, why not in the North East of 
England, in many parts of Scotland, in 
Northern Ireland and in Merseyside, where 
many native British people are short of 
work? 

As for rehabilitation of housing, does 
the Tory Party really imagine that that will 
make a halfpennyworth of difference? If so, 
they ought to learn from the lesson of 
certain American municipalities, notably 
that of St. Louis. There vast sums of money 
were spent on providing a brand new 
housing complex for urban blacks in order 
to combat growing crime, vandalism and 
racial unrest. Within a few years of the 
blacks moving in there, the complex had 
become as big a slum as the properties they 
had lived in previously, and crime, vandalism 
and racial unrest were as high as ever. 

But of course it looks as if Britain’s 
Tories, oblivious of these realities, have now 
fallen victim to a mental disorder long 
afflicting Labour: that there is no racial 
problem that cannot be solved if we’re 
prepared to spend enough money on it. 

Our money, of course. 


Tories back down on race 


In its cheap and cynical bid for votes, 
the Conservative party thought it could 
(seemingly at least) climb aboard the 
National Front’s bandwaggon with a new 
‘hard-line’ immigration policy while at the 
same time avoiding most of the frothing 
hatred that has been directed at the National 
Front itself over the past ten years. 

It was therefore amusing to see the 
Tories reeling with shock as they stepped 
into the ‘“‘anti-immigration’’ arena only to 


discover that the Left-Wing mob bayed for 


their blood with almost the same fury that 
they reserved for the National Front. Serve 
the Tories right! 

The anguish was most deeply felt by 
the Sunday Express’s clockwork ‘right wing’ 
commentator John Junor, who devoted a 
lead column to whining and yelping about 
the attack on Mrs. Thatcher by the Daily 
Mirror, long infamous for its outrageous 
smears and lies about the National Front. 
Lamented Junor bitterly: 

“Not even in its long slimy, sleazy 
‘whose finger on the trigger’ history of lick- 
spittle loyalty to the Labour party can the 
Mirror have descended quite as low as it has 
done with its smear suggestion that in order 
to win votes in the Ilford North by-election, 
Mrs. Thatcher and Sir Keith Joseph have 
been preaching racialism Just how 
wickedly offensive can you get?”’ 

Gosh, racialism! 

It did not take long for the Conser- 
vatives to cave in. Not only is the Tory party 
fundamentally weak-kneed, but the vote- 
catching Immigration issue was never a 
matter of firm principle with them anyway. 
The Tories, assailed on all sides by screams 
of ‘racialist’, soon found they couldn’t stand 
the heat and made rapid moves to get out of 
the kitchen. 

Mrs. Thatcher herself finally stated the 
Tory position on immigration by acknow- 
ledging Britain’s ‘obligations’ to all UK 
passport holders and their “immediate 
dependants”. The Daily Telegraph noted 
that Mrs. Thatcher was “progressively 
narrowing the front on which future action 
on immigration might be taken.” ‘Might’ be 
taken, mark you. 

Still, it had all served its purpose. It 
had successfully planted the vague idea in 
the minds of the electorate that the Conser- 
vatives were somehow ‘anti-immigration’, 
and an even vaguer phrase or two in their 
General Election manifesto will help revive 
that idea when it matters most. Meanwhile, 
in order to please the baying mob even 
more, to demonstrate that they are not 
really ‘racialists’ at all, and of course with an 
eye on the next by-election (Brixton, this 
time), the Tories hastily announced their 
“‘We must spend more money on the Blacks” 
policy. 

Really, is there anything more 
disgusting to contemplate than the 
manoeuverings of the Conservative party on 
the race issue? 


Meaning of ‘majority rule’ 


Ian Smith has finally sealed the fate of 
White Rhodesia with his signed agreement 
on a transition to ‘Majority Rule’ under 
‘moderate Blacks’. 

‘This journal, and many other commen- 
tators including the shrewdest writers on the 
Southern African scene, have long maintained 
that this tragic outcome was all along the 
hidden ambition of Ian Smith, and that 
Smith never was the unremitting champion 
of White Rule that he claimed to be. 

Now that we have been proved sadly 
correct in this belief, those who have 
criticised our view of Smith will doubtless 
still attempt to find some justification for 
what has happened in Rhodesia. They will 
probably seize upon the arguments 
traditionally employed by the so-called Tory 
‘Right’, and indeed of Mr. Smith himself, 
according to which Rhodesia is to be handed 
over to ‘good’ Blacks as opposed to ‘bad’ 
Blacks. The crucial fact that, either way, 
Rhodesia has been taken away from the 
Whites who built it will be seen now as a 
minor irrelevance, so far to the left have 
‘conservatives’ travelled in their ‘support’ for 
Rhodesia. And of course these ‘good’ Blacks, 
we will be assured, intend to respect some- 
thing called a Constitution that is to be 
drawn up, and to cherish the much-heralded 
“safeguards for the White community.” 

It will be useful, therefore, to remind 
such people exactly what does happen when 
good, moderate Africans gain uhuru for 
themselves. We recommend they read 
Zambia: I Changed My Mind by Michael 
Wright, a liberal Oxford graduate who 
accepted a lecturing post in Zambia. At the 
once-respectable Evelyn Hone College of 
Further Education in Lusaka, Mr. Wright 
found that he was lecturing in constitutional 
law concerning a Zambian constitution that 
had been abolished even before he talked 
about it. The book describes how Kaunda 
(who is, of course, ‘good’ and ‘moderate’) 
declared a State of Emergency, abolished all 
‘guarantees’ for Whites, destroyed his Black 
Opposition and set up a_ dictatorship, 
assumed personal powers of life and death 
over everyone, massacred the Lumpas, 
destroyed the independence of the judiciary, 
and sided internationally with both Moscow 
and Peking. 

Those who believe that the new 
‘Zimbabwe’ will be somehow the one 
exception to the tyranny and shambles that 
prevails throughout the rest of Black Africa 
are wilfully deluding themselves. 


How Supermac conned 
the Tories 


But for the war Harold MacMillan 
would have joined the Labour Party and 
become a Labour Prime Minister. This was 
the revelation of Clement Attlee, the very 
man whom MacMillan would have replaced 
as Premier had that happened. 


HAROLD 
MACMILLAN 
Described 


by Attlee 
as a 
radical 
leftist 


The revelation is published in The 
Abuse of power, by James Margach, former 
Political Correspondent of the Sunday Times 
and serialised in the ST Weekly Review. 

By the end of the Thirties, the author 
says, MacMillan had moved so far to the left 
that it was considered likely that he would 
desert the Tories for Labour. This was dis- 
closed in a conversation in a train between 
Sir David Llewellyn, Tory MP for Cardiff, 
and Attlee in 1951. In answer to Llewellyn’s 
question as to whether Aneurin Bevan was 
the greatest left-winger he had known, 
Attlee replied:— 

“Good gracious no. By far the most 
radical man I’ve known in politics wasn’t on 
the Labour side at all — Harold MacMillan. If 
it hadn’t been for the war he’d have joined 
Labour. Approaches and talks were going 
on. I was in at some. I approved. If that had 
happened, d’ye know the state of play? 
MacMillan would have been Labour’s Prime 
Minister and not me ... he was a real left- 
wing radical in his social, human and 
economic thinking.” 

As history knows, MacMillan stayed 
with the Conservatives and became Tory 
Prime Minister instead. Says Margach:— 

“His many achievements, including a 
new detente with Russia and Britain’s ‘Last 
Post’ retreat from Imperial power, 
represented major policy changes which the 
traditional Conservative Party would not 
have approved in advance — if only they had 
known where MacMillan was leading them. 
His skill lay in the fact that he appeared to 
be charting to the Right while steering hard 
to the Left...” 

Margach’s words, uttered without a 
hint of condemnation of MacMillan, betray 
much of the ethos of modern internationalist 
liberalism. Deceiving the supporters of one’s 
party is not dishonest and immoral but just 
shows “‘skill’”’, while contriving the abandon- 
ment of Empire and securing the approval of 
Soviet Russia are ‘‘achievements”. What is 
most interesting of all, however, is the 
unanswered question: why did MacMillan 
remain with the Tories instead of crossing 
to his true spiritual home? 

Could it be that those forces of High 
Finance and Internationalism which were 
the true victors in 1945 and which have pre- 
dominated in the shaping of the post-war 
world decided that men like MacMillan and 
the up-and-coming young radical Heath 
would be better employed working for their 
aims within the Conservative Party? If so, it 
was from their point of view a very wise 


decision, while being disastrous from the 
point of view of Britain. MacMillan’s hold 
over the Conservative Party ensured that the 
work of Labour in the first post-war govern- 
ment would be continued. The British public 
would be faced with two alternative parties 
for which to vote, both on the Left. It has 
remained so since. 

That this deception could succeed, 
though, is a depressing comment on the 
calibre of those comprising the Tory Party 
after 1945. Could the level of political 
intelligence in the party be so extraordinarily 
low that MacMillan was not twigged? 
Apparently so. Has that level of political 
intelligence noticeably risen since MacMillan’s 
retirement? Well, the party that once 
believed that MacMillan was a politician of 
the Right now believes that the National 
Front is a party of the Left! 

And you know what they say about 
the Tories — they have always been a party 
that stands for continuity. 


Explaining away the 
difference 


According to a lecture delivered last 
month by no less a person that a former 
director of the Commission for Racial 
Equality, Professor Alan Little, West Indian 
children are bottom of the class in Britain’s 
schools. Tests in reading, arithmetic, English 
and verbal reasoning show that children of 
White unskilled working-class parents 
perform at a “‘significantly higher level’ than 
the West Indian children — which seems yet 
another one in the eye for the environmen- 
talists. 

Indeed the tests indicate a clear racial 
hierarchy, with Whites on top (25 points), 
then Asians (19.3 points), and Blacks at the 
bottom (9.3 points). 

Naturally, this was a very disturbing 
thing for a former director of the Com- 
mission for Racial Equality to explain away, 
since it looks very much like more proof of a 
distinct distribution of racial intelligence and 
ability. 

However, Prof. Little’s explanation 
was nothing if not valiant. Ignoring the fact 
that Asians have far greater language 
difficulties than Blacks, Prof. Little explained 
that the higher performance of Asians was 
due to their ‘‘stable cultural background 
with their own language, religion, culture 
and values’ — as if the latter two are not the 
product of certain inherent faculties in the 
first place. A different language, of course, 
ought to be a hindrance rather than a help, 
and quite what the significance of religion 
was he did not make clear. 

As for the Blacks, well, they are having 
“a raw deal in schools’’, of course. Precisely 
how West Indians were having a raw deal, 
but Asians were not, was not explained 
either. Nor did he clarify, amongst all the 
talk about the importance of ‘culture’, how 
the children of White unskilled working class 
parents performed best of all. 
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THE ultimate in hypocrisy about 
recent criticism of the Young 
National Front is that it is an 
attempt to bring political indoc- 
trination into the classroom on the 
model of the Nazi party. 

The truth is, of course, that 
totalitarian-style indoctrination is 
already entrenched in our 
educational system, and it is against 
this that the Young National Front 
is reacting. 

Just as Nazi ideas were in Germany 
in the 1930’s, so ‘“‘multi-racialism’’ in 
Britain today happens to be the prevailing 
and officially approved political doctrine 
of modern society. Consequently, it is 
being taught in schools with precisely the 
same totalitarian conviction as Nazi ideas 
were. Absolutely no other view is per- 
mitted, and educational authorities are 
ensuring that every single child is made to 
accept the multi-racialist view — not as 
one particular view — but as the only 
view. 

A frightening document has come 
to Spearhead’s attention, entitled 
‘Curriculum Planning in Multi-Racial 
Education’, produced by Robert Jeffcoate 
for the joint Schools Council/NFER 
project on Education for a Multi-Racial 
Society. 

In true totalitarian fashion it describes 
itself as a statement on which pupils 
*“‘should feel, think and so forth.” 

It states that: ‘‘All pupils should 
accept ... that Britain is, always has been 
(sic) and always will be a multi-ethnic 
society.’ Other principles which children 
are required to accept are “‘that prejudice 
and discrimination are widespread in 
Britain,’ as well as “the possibility of 
developing multiple loyalties.” 

eIt further states: “An _ insular 
curriculum, preoccupied with Britain and 
British values, is unjustifiable in the final 
quarter of the 20th century.” 

The document openly advocates 
brainwashing to manipulate young 
children’s attitudes on race. Read this 
passage carefully: 

‘‘Prespecified objectives (i.e. what 
you are required to think — Ed.) are 
necessary in multi-racial education 
because we share the basic assumption .. . 
that the function of formal education is 
to bring about the desired changes in 
children. We want them to have ... 
developed certain identifiable attitudes 
and behaviours by the time they leave 
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WHAT'S GOING ONIN 
OUR SCHOOLS? 


Marching through Georgia. Freedom marchers crossing the State 
Line from Tennessee. 


Illustration from Three Fighters for Freedom. Is this ‘religious education’? 


school. We must be prepared to make 
these ... attitudes and behaviours the 
starting point and focus for our 
curriculum planning.” 

It is policy directives on multi- 
racialism such as this that have caused 
religious education — to take one example 
— to become the vehicle for the most 
poisonous of propaganda. 

Many schools are using material from 
the so-called Religious Education Press, a 
member of the Pergamon Group. One of 
their booklets is called Three Fighters for 
Freedom, and tells the story of a group of 
Black and White anti-segregation agitators 
in Mississippi who were allegedly murdered 
by White extremists in 1964. The booklet 
has nothing whatever to do with religious 
instruction, but plenty to do with multi- 
racialist and anti-White brainwashing. 

The booklet concludes with a variety 
of scenarios for the beginning of plays, 
which children are asked to complete by 
acting them out. One takes place in a 
Misssissippi prison cell. Says the booklet: 

The cell door opens and a guard 
comes in with a civil rights worker. “Got 
some company for you fellas, one of 
those Northern nigger-loving trouble- 
makers. Now you treat him nice.”’ 

The guard pushes the civil rights 
worker into the cell, closes the door and 
locks it. 

Now you carry on from there... 

The booklet also provides ‘Useful 
Addresses’. These include The Institute of 
Race Relations, The Martin Luther King 
Foundation, The Indian Workers’ Associ- 


ation and the Campaign for Racial 

Equality. 

Another gem currently in use is 
Mastery of English, published by 
Longmans, which includes a chapter on 
the delights of inter-racial marriage 
reproduced from an article in the 
Guardian. Says the author: “The only 
difference with an intermarriage is that it 
looks different; and that is the only 
difference between white people and 
black people anyway.” 

Pupils must then discuss points or 
answer questions based on the passage. 
Here are some of the ‘talking points’ on 
the above chapter: 

1. Consider the problems of colour bar in 
Britain in all its aspects. . . 

2. Why do you think that the photograph 
facing page 84 might be banned in 
South Africa today? 

5. Draw up a list of human rights to 
which you think every individual is 
entitled irrespective of race, religion or 
colour. 

10. Do you think there are any grounds 
for refusing entry to Britain to people 
from overseas territories? 

A Warning to Parents. This is the 
kind of material with which your children 
are daily being brainwashed. You should 
examine carefully the textbooks which 
your children are given, as did the parents 
who supplied us with the above examples. 
If they are being fed with this kind of 
propaganda, you should complain to the 
head teacher or the local education 
authority. 


‘KEEPING THE 
FACTIONS APART’ 


HAVE YOU noticed the regular pattern of 
the mass media’s handling of the events in 
which National Front activities are the 
scenes for violent action by left-wing groups, 
sometimes against the NF, sometimes against 
the Police? 

In almost all cases the report goes 
something like this: ‘“Thousands of Police 
were on duty today on the occasion of the 
National Front march through - - - - - town 
centre in order to keep rival NF and left- 
wing factions apart . . . Local councillor - - - - 
said: ‘I believe in the right of organisations 
to have free speech but not when it leads to 
violence, not when it leads to all this incon- 
venience to local townsfolk’ . . . Market stall- 
holder Fred - - - - said: ‘I’ve lost hundreds of 
pounds of business this afternoon — it’s 
diabolical; it shouldn’t be allowed — why 
don’t they just leave people like us in 
POAC 6:6:4379 

Such reporting conveys of course an 


appalling distortion of the real truth,. 


although by the use of skilled journalese it 
does not, as a rule, tell a definite lie. The lie 
in fact is what comes through between the 
lines, not in any specific sentence. 

The statement that Police kept rival 
factions apart is of course technically correct 
— they did. What is not correct is the con- 
clusion that the public is intended to draw 
from such a statement, i. that both 
‘factions’ turned up in the area equally 
anxious to attack each other and that only 
the presence of the Police averted a clash 
which was willingly and eagerly sought by 
both sides. 

Truly honest reporting would result in 
the story going something like this: “‘Thou- 
sands of Police were required in - - - - - town 
centre today to prevent a lawful march by 
the National Front being violently attacked 
by left-wing groups > Occasionally 
reports do proceed along these lines but in 
the majority of cases they do not. The 
public is left — as they are intended to be 
left — with the impression that the trouble is 
“six of one, half a dozen of the other.”’ 


MISLEADING HEADLINES 


Equally misleading are most of the 
headlines that accompany such reports. Here 
are a few headlines which appeared recently :— 

“Frontline of fear’’, “Front rally town 
shuts up shop’’, “Many arrested in Front 
clash’, “Police hurt in Front clash’’, “‘Front 
rally — violent scenes’’. 

Again, none of these words, so far as 
they tell anything, tell a lie. They just 
perform the convenient function of im- 
planting in the public’s mind the repeated 


association between the National Front and 
trouble, between the National Front and 
occurrences which leave a nasty taste in the 
mouth of the average law-abiding citizen. 
“Fear’’, “arrests’’, “‘police hurt’, “‘violence’’; 
these trigger-words are used in expectation 
of a Pavlovian dog reaction which all too 
often can prove correct. 

Of course, if the newspaper-reader 
troubles to study the facts of the event, 
which may or may not become clear if he 
reads the small print, he must recognise that 
the unpleasant occurrences at such events 
are entirely of the making of anti-NF groups. 
But of course the reporter who prepares 
such headlines banks on many being too 
much in a hurry or too lazy to do this. The 
association is implanted. 

Equally dishonest is the reporting of 
such phrases as: “I believe in .. . free speech 
but not when it leads to violence .. .” 
Stripped down to the nub of the matter, 
what does this mean? It means that the right 
of free speech should be withdrawn from 
those whom others violently attack. It 
means that violent mobs effectively have the 
power to decide who can exercise free 
speech and who not. Put that way to the 
average citizen, such a proposition would 
meet with an instant rejection. It is not 
normally put that way, however. The 
impression is given that there is a progressive 
build-up of opposition on the part of the 
ordinary public towards the right of the NF 
to have any activities anywhere. 


SYMPATHY FOR THE TRADER 


As for the ordinary stallholder or 
shop-keeper, who can fail to sympathise 
with him? Why should he have to close 
down and lose a lot of business as a result of 
events with which he has nothing to do? 
Public sympathy — and indeed our sympathy 
— is instinctively with him. 

And how the media merchants play on 
this sympathy for their own ends! “It’s true, 
isn’t it Mr. - - - -, that if the National Front 
had not decided to hold their march through 
this town you wouldn’t have had to close 
down your shop and lose all this money?” 

Of course it is equally true that if the 
annual procession of the local Queen of the 
May became the object of violent attacks by 
left-wing mobs the idea could be implanted 
in the mind of little Mr. - - - - that it was the 
Queen of the May who was responsible for 
his lost profits. That, of course, does not 
happen. 

It is equally true that if the annual 
May Day procession of the Labour Party 
were the object of violent attacks organised 


by the National Front and this caused little 
Mr. - - - - to shut down his shop, a case could 
be made that the shutdown would not have 
been necessary if the Labour Party did not 
hold its procession. But neither does that 
happen. 

It does not happen because it is not 
the practice of the National Front to act 
violently against the lawful activities of 
others. 

If the reporters of the media did their 
job fairly and responsibly, they would use 
words that could leave no doubt who were 
the guilty and who the innocent parties in 
all this disruption of life in town centres. 
Instead of saying “Front rally town shuts up 
shop’, they would say “‘Red riot town shuts 
up shop’’, and so on. 

As it is, the reporters of the media act 
in exactly the way that they are intended to 
act by the promoters of violence. Those 
promotors are not by any means the mindless 
morons they might appear; they have 
carefully calculated that the bias of media 
reporters is so strongly against the National 
Front that they have only to cause a riot and 
the reporters will see to it that a large part of 
the unpleasant odour left around rubs off on 
the NF. They have also carefully calculated 
that such rioting will increase the clamour 
for NF activities to be banned. 

If there is one thing that would 
speedily bring left-wing rioting to an end and 
thus spare our Police an enormous headache 
and the public much disruption of their lives 
it is a responsible attitude by media reporters 
towards these events. If the organisers of 
violence knew that the NF would in no way 
be blamed for the trouble caused but that 
the blame would be put 100 per-cent where 
it properly lies, they would soon call it off as 
being not worth their while. 

It is the sinister alliance between left- 
wing street hooligans and left-biased news- 
paper and TV reporters that keeps the 
trouble on the boil and teaches the thugs the 
lesson that, in our contemporary British 
climate, violence pays. 


Show the Flag 


FLAGS, ROSETTES, 


POLES ETC. 
SEND STAMP FOR LIST 


W. BROWN, 20 SUTTON WAY 
HESTON, MIDDX, TW5 OJA 
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A NETWORK set up for the purpose of 
building a new world order upon the 
fo indations of the British Empire has, since 
the end of the last war, been the main cause 
of the dissolution of that empire and is, at 
this time of writing, actively engaged in 
trying to wipe off the map of Africa a small 
state which was to have been a permanent 
monument to the network’s founder — 
Rhodesia. 

Without a doubt, there has been a 
change of ownership and control. 

A similar change in a great commercial 
undertaking sometimes attracts little or no 
attention. The name of the firm remains 
unchanged. The staff notices nothing and 
the customers or clients notice nothing. 
Along with all the moveable and immoveable 
assets, the new owners acquire the company’s 
“goodwill”, its image, its entire history. 
Likewise, those who now control the Anglo- 
American network have taken care to 
preserve that organisation’s “‘goodwill’’, its 
history and its mystique — and, of course, 
its source of funds. 

The story of the ‘“‘network’s”’ 
operations down the years, operations which 
call for the closest concealment, we can 
leave to expert investigators like Dr. Antony 
Sutton, since such a story is not of much 
historical value unless supported by a mass 
of well documented and _ incontestable 
information. 

Not fully researched yet is the story of 
the change which has taken place in a secret 
and semi-secret network to create a new 
world order on the foundations of the 
British Empire and inspired by “‘the English 
idea’. Here the major task is not so much 
that of exposing to view facts hitherto 
unknown but rather of extracting from the 
known facts hitherto hidden significance. 

How and when did the change in 
ownership and control of the Anglo-American 
network take place? Unlike a change of 
ownership in a limited liability company, 
which takes place when certain entries are 
made in the company records and in the 
records of the registrar of companies, the 
change in the Anglo-American network was 
a gradual process and was never recorded; it 
was rather the sort of change which can and 
often does take place in a political party, 
even in the absence of any visible change in 
the nominal leadership, constitution or 
published programme. 

Changes of this kind belong to a much 
neglected field of human knowledge and 
enquiry — the operations of power in human 
terms. 

Dr. Quigley himself gives us a good 
deal of the information we need in our 
efforts to trace out what changes have 
occurred in a network which already con- 
tained powerful individuals representing a 
mixture of motives and cross-currents of 
purposes not always in harmony. 

In other words, there must always 
have been in the Rhodes-Milner set-up 
influential individuals whose purposes did 
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IVOR BENSON 


THE GLOBAL POWER 
BID: WAS THERE 
A TAKE-OVER? 


_In our October 1977 issue I wrote an article entitled ‘Conspiracy in Perspective,’ which 
was intended to go some way towards a more realistic analysis of political conspiracy. 
That article stimulated a great deal of interest and criticism, not least on the subject of 
the Rhodes-Milner idea of an Anglo-Saxon ‘world order.’ Continuing this analysis, 
Spearhead is pleased to publish an exclusive feature by the distinguished South African 


commentator, Ivor Benson, from his soon to be published book Undeclared War. The 
article makes one of the most important contributions to our understanding of the 
secret history of the drive for World Government, suggesting how its control passed 
from the architects of an Anglo-Saxon imperialism, and into the hands of a different, 
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alien and cosmopolitan elite. 


not coincide exactly with those of Rhodes 
or Milner; but the main current did continue 
for many years up to the beginning of World 
War I to flow in the direction required by 
these two. 


THE DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY 


One important factor in bringing 
about the change was the shift in the centre 
of gravity of global power from London to 
New York and, in particular, New York’s 
replacement of London as the centre of 
international finance-capitalism. 

We must not forget that there was a 
time when the Wall Street Journal could 
accurately describe Mr. Montagu Norman, 
Governor of the Bank of England, as “the 
currency dictator of Europe’. Thus, the 
Council on Foreign Relations, the American 
end of what was once a British-dominated 
political influence network, grew like a 
cuckoo in a sparrow’s nest. 

Equally important are the changes 
which were occurring simultaneously inside 
America’s Eastern Establishment. 

Here again, we must take care not to 
be deceived by the continuity of nomen- 
clature. When even an entity like the Church 
of Rome can be one thing in 1930 and some- 
thing quite different in 1970, we must 
understand that Wall Street names like 
““Morgan”’ and “‘Carnegie”’ do not necessarily 
mean today what they meant when the 
Rhodes-Milner ‘‘ideal’’ of a new world order 
was transported across the Atlantic. 

What is required here is an investigation 
of the kind Dr. Antony Sutton is so well 
qualified to carry out, to determine precisely 
when and how certain radical changes took 
place in what has continued down the years 
to be described as America’s Eastern Estab- 
lishment. 

Dr. Quigley says that the Eastern 


Establishment which formed the American 
end of the Anglo-American network was 
completely dominated by J. P. Morgan and 
Company “from the 1880’s to the 1930’s’’, 
and that it was “Anglophile, internationalist, 
Ivy League, eastern seaboard, high Episco- 
palian and European-culture-conscious.” He 
adds that as late as the 1930’s J. P. Morgan 
and his associates were the most significant 
figures in policy-making at Harvard, 
Columbia and to a lesser extent Yale, while 
the Whitneys were significant at Yale, and 
the Prudential Insurance Company, through 
Edward D. Duffield, dominated Princeton. 

So here was a necessary “alliance of 
money and intellect” dominated by the 
Eastern Establishment “‘as late as the 1930’s’’. 

Dr. Quigley also tells us of “‘the 
decline of J. P. Morgan itself, from its deeply 
anonymous status as a partnership (founded 
in 1861) to its transformation into an 
incorporated public company in 1940 and 
its final disappearance by absorption into its 
chief banking subsidiary, the Guarantee 
Trust Company in 1959.” 

He adds that “‘the less obvious impli- 
cations of this shift were illustrated in a 
story which passed through Ivy League 
circles in 1948 in connection with the choice 
of a new president for Columbia University. 
This, of all the universities, had been the one 
closest to J. P. Morgan and Company, and its 
president, Nicholas Murray Butler, was 
Morgan’s chief spokesman from the ivied 
halls. He had been chosen under Morgan’s 
influence, but the events of 193048 which 
so weakened Morgan in the economic system 
also weakened his influence on the Board of 
Trustees of Columbia until it became evident 
that Morgan did not have the votes to elect 
a successor.” 

Unnoticed by historians like Dr. 
Carroll Quigley was a “happening”’ of enor- 
mous importance; the overthrow of a 
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moneyed power elite which Dr. Quigley 
describes as “high Episcopalian” and which 
others have described as WASP (White 
Anglo-Saxon Protestant). When the WASPs 
lost top-dog position in Wall Street, they 
naturally also lost the power to decide who 
should head the leading educational 
institutions like Columbia University, Yale 
and Harvard. 

Thus one “money and _ intellect 
alliance’’ was subtly replaced with another. 


. And the fact that such an alliance of money 


and intellect behaves the same regardless of 
who controls it at the top, made the change 
even more difficult to detect. 

“Ruthless cynicism” as to methods 
was as much a characteristic of the network 
before the change of ownership and control 
as ufterwards; Rhodes. and Milner no less 
than the faceless ones who have controlled 
the network since then, recognised in 
Marxist socialism a means of concentrating 
in their hands control of financial and 
political power aimed at the setting-up of a 
new world order which they could also 
control. 

In the short term there is evidently not 
much difference between one set of 
totalitarian power-seekers and another, but 
with the passage of time the results produced 
can be strikingly different. 


THE EASTERN ESTABLISHMENT 


One of the first differences made itself 
felt, as we have already remarked, when it 
came to finding a successor to the Morgan- 
appointed principal of Columbia University, 
Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, whose retirement 
was delayed as long as possible “‘in the hope 
that a favourable change in the board of 
trustees might make it possible for Morgan 
once again to name a Columbia president,” 
says Quigley. 

The highly dramatic but unreportable 
happenings of those days may well have 
been in Dr. Butler’s mind when he remarked 
that people can be divided into three classes: 
a tiny minority who make things happen, a 
slightly larger group who watch things 
happen, and the great majority of mankind 
who haven’t the faintest idea what happened. 

If we still do not have the detailed 
story of what happened about the time 
when Morgan found that he no longer had 
the power to nominate Columbia University’s 
president, at least there is no secret about 
the results that have flowed from those 
occult happenings. The facts are everywhere 
to be seen in the United States and have 
been set down and well documented by 
Wilmot Robertson in his book The Dis- 
possessed Majority. No one can pretend any 
longer that the masters of America are the 
White Anglo-Saxon Protestants -— _ the 
WASPs. 

The ‘New World Order in its original 
wrappings is still being peddled in the United 
States. There is still some mileage in the 
“English Idea” mystique. It still offers to 


those who can find salvation nowhere else 
that last “hope”, the “hope” which inspired 
Dr. Carroll Quigley to write his book, 
Tragedy and Hope: A History of the World 
in Our Time. 

As was only to be expected, changes 
within the American Eastern Establishment 


‘were accompanied by corresponding changes 


in the English power establishment on the 
other side of the Atlantic. 

Here again, we are much indebted to 
Dr. Quigley, who enjoyed the inestimable 
advantage of access to the network’s “‘papers 
and secret records,” for a good deal of useful 
factual information. 

Most significant is what he tells us 
about the “split in the period 1939-40” 
when the inheritors of the Rhodes-Milner 
apparatus fought their last battle for control 
in British politics. 

Hitherto, the main influences had 
flowed from its original source westward; 
from now on the flow was in the reverse 
direction and we need have no doubt that 
strong Eastern Establishment influence had a 
lot to do with bringing about the split of 
which Dr. Quigley writes. 


THE ENGLISH ESTABLISHMENT 


The British political scenario of the 
1930s begins with an English Establishment 
firmly united in opposition to war with 
Germany, if for slightly different reasons. 

Dr. Quigley identifies four groups, but 
the categorisation is somewhat arbitrary, 
with some individuals happily belonging to 
two groups and all the groups working 
amicably together for some years in spite of 
their differences. Perhaps the word “‘groups”’ 
is a little too strong, for all we find within 
one strongly united group are four sets of 
opinions as to how best to achieve a 
common purpose. 

Dr. Quigley names the “‘anti-Bolsheviks 
at the centre,’ including men like Lord 
Curzon, Lord D’Abernon and General 
Smuts, who dominated British government 
policy until 1939, condoning German re- 
armament and condemning what they called 
“French militarism”, and insisted on nothing 
less than the destruction of Soviet power. 

The second, or “‘three-world”’ bloc, as 
it came to be called, had the support of men 
like Lord Milner, Leopold Amery, Edward 
Grigg (Lord Altrincham), Lord Astor, Lionel 
Curtis and Geoffrey Dawson (then Editor of 
The Times), whose aim it was not to destroy 
the Soviet Union but contain it between a 
German-dominated Europe and an Atlantic 
bloc of nations including Britain, the 
British dominions and the United States, 
with the possible addition of the Scandinavian 
countries. 

The other two groups hardly need to 
be separated: they were what Dr. Quigley 
calls ‘‘the appeasers” and those who insisted 
on “‘peace at any price”; and in the tense 
situation that developed these last two 
vanish from the scene and can be disregarded. 


A split between the two main groups 
occurred, according to Dr. Quigley in 1939- 
40, “‘with the three-bloc people like Amery, 
Lord Halifax and Lord Lothian becoming 
increasingly anti-German, while the anti- 
Bolshevik crowd like Chamberlain, Horace 
Wilson and John Simon tried to-adopt a 
policy based on a declared but unfought war 
against Germany ‘and an undeclared but 
fighting war against the Soviet Union.” 

Dr. Quigley adds: “The split between 
these two groups appeared openly in public 
and led to Chamberlain’s fall from office 
when Amery called to Chamberlain across 
the floor of the House of Commons on May 
10, 1940: ‘In the name of God, go!’ ” 

Quigley does not say so, but we can 
see now that there were two factors in the 
unfastening of the cohesion of an English 
Establishment which had so long dominated 
British politics and had formed the British 
end of the Anglo-American network. One of 
these was disillusionment about Hitler’s 
actions and aims; Hitler, they felt, had made 
their situation impossible. The other factor 
was the increasing anti-German pressure 
from the transmogrified Anglo-American 
Establishment and from centres of cosmo- 
politan high finance in Britain. 


THE GREAT TAKE-OVER 


The Rhodes-Milner set, later to be 
disparagingly labelled as “The Cliveden Set” 
(after the name of the home of Lord and 
Lady Astor) fought at the political 
barricades; and was decisively defeated and 
the voice of Geoffrey Dawson was silenced 
for ever. 

It must be assumed that these 
individuals corresponded with the “high 
Episcopalian, European culture-conscious”’ 
Ford-Morgan faction on the other side of the 
Atlantic who firmly believed that a strong 
Germany was needed for the salvation of 
Europe and the fulfilment of their Rhodes- 
Milner-Ruskin vision. 

With the overthrow of this much 
eroded group, there would be no English 
Establishment willing or able to prevent the 
liquidation of the British Empire, that 
empire which was to have been the foun- 
dation for the dreamed-of Heaven upon 
Earth. 

At this point in history the Rhodes 
Scholarship Trust and those other organis- 
ations set up by Rhodes and his disciples, 
like the Royal Institute of International 
Affairs and the United Kingdom Carnegie 
Trust, might have been expected to go into 
voluntary liquidation since it was obviously 
no longer possible to give effect to the 
purposes for which they had been founded 
and funded. 

But, as we know, they were not 
liquidated; they were taken over lock, stock 
and barrel, along with all their accumulated 
“goodwill’’, their image of establishmentarian 
respectability, their history, idealism and 

Contd. on page 20 
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PHILIP GANNAWAY 


Tories’ day of reckoning 


on Race 


IN THE Palace of Westminster, which in 
recent years has harboured some of the most 
dishonest and cowardly politicians this 
century, it is no accident of nature that the 
current Prime Minister, James Callaghan, 
should embody so markedly all the hallmarks 
of political deviousness. Speaking as always 
from the corner of his mouth, in the tradition 
of a cheap crook giving an accomplice the 
‘tip-off’, he made a recent Commons appeal 
to the Tory leader, Margaret Thatcher, to 
join him and the Liberal leader, David 
Steele, in all-party talks with a view towards 
“taking the issue of immigration out of 
Party politics.” 

This move was prompted as a result of 
the Tory leader’s recent obscure hint during 
a television interview, that the Conservatives 
might include in their next General Election 
campaign, the promise of “‘holding out the 
prospect of an end to immigration.” This 
simple statement by Mrs. Thatcher caused 
disapproving ripples within her own party 
ranks, and waves of fury against her from 
Labour and Liberal MPs. 

However, although a deceptive ploy, 
her little echo of hope for Britain’s hapless 
electorate had its calculated effect. Within 
days of her statement, the Conservatives’ 
opinion poll rating was pulled from the 
doldrums into an 11% lead over Labour. It 
was no surprise therefore, that having dis- 
covered her new popularity with the 
electorate, the cunning Mrs. Thatcher 
snubbed the Prime Minister’s invitation to 
join him and the Liberals in talks designed to 
end the issue of immigration as a national 
debate once and for all. 

For the lady is no fool — and she’s 
very ambitious! She knows full well that by 
vaguely aligning her party with the immig- 
ration problem, millions of ordinary and 
easily swayed voters will cling to her 
““prospect of an end to immigration” stance 
like a drowning man desperately clutching at 
a passing twig. With the prospect of the next 
General Election looming on the horizon, 
Tory party leaders fear that unless Conser- 
vative polices are presented to the electorate 
as appearing more radically different from 
Labour’s, Tory MPs are doomed to spend 
another Parliamentary spell in opposition. 
And with the economy showing signs of a 
temporary recovery, the Tories have become 
frantic to sharpen some more distinctive 
‘policies’ which they hope will gain them the 
necessary swing to power. 

The net result so far of the Tories’ 
desperate search for a ‘more positive image’ 
to present to the electorate was last month’s 
spectacle of Mrs. Thatcher’s feeble television 
interview, in which she attempted to woo 
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voters by re-vamping the Tories’ long 
discarded image as a Party genuinely 
concerned about the problems of immigration 
and law and order. 

However, some of the sparkle faded 
from Mrs. Thatcher’s new image when some 
of her Tory colleagues like Ted Heath 
publicly refused to support any suggestion 
of further immigration controls. Others, 
especially her sweaty ‘head prefect’ William 
Whitelaw, felt so embarrassed by her 
immigration remarks that he went scurrying 
around the country, placating all the 
Immigrant leaders he could get hold of, 
privately assuring Immigrants not to worry 
about their future — or the future of their 
relatives and friends overseas — and that Mrs. 
Thatcher’s remarks were in fact, only part 
of the peculiar British ritual commonly 
known as electioneering, after which all 
would be well for them once she had tripped 
over the threshold of Number 10 Downing 
Street! 


ENOCH POWELL’S VIEW 


Although the gimmickry behind Mrs. 
Thatcher’s ‘anti-immigration’ remarks has 
yet to be fully exposed, some of her bluff 
was called by the Tory renegade, Mr. Enoch 
Powell, who in a major speech two weeks 
later savagely attacked her statement as ‘“‘the 
cruellest folly or deception to induce people 
to believe that there could be an end to the 
problem of immigration, without including 
plans for large scale repatriation of 
immigrants already here.”’ 

Meanwhile, the extent of how corrupt 
and scheming the Tory party has become in 
its quest for power was made clear in a 
recent article in the Sunday Express, which 
revealed that top Tory advisers felt that by 
touching on the immigration issue without 
offering any firm proposals to actually 
toughen immigration control, “Mrs. Thatcher 
has got it about right.” 

The prospect of the Tories using 
immigration as a major election issue has of 
course, infuriated the Labour party. They 
see enough problems ahead with the 
National Front eating into their traditional 
support without the possibility of having to 
defend their immigration policy against the 
Tories as well! Such is the state of panic 
within Labour ranks that Mrs. Thatcher has 
become a target of the kind of hate and 
smear attacks usually reserved for NF 
candidates. During the recent Ilford North 
by-election, Labour Ministers literally lined 
up behind each other to fire the meanest 
epithets they could dream up. The Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, Denis Healey, even 


accused her of acting as a recruiting officer 
for the National Front! In the usually 
civilised banter of political cross-fire, you 
can’t hit much lower than that, can you? 

The Prime Minister’s reaction was 
predictable. Rather than muster enough 
courage and honesty to publicly concede 
the fact that fears in Britain over 
immigration are very real and numerous, he 
attempted, in the classic move of a political 
huckster conniving to save his neck, to ‘do a 
deal’ with Mrs. Thatcher. Hence his grubby 
invitation to join him in talks “to take the 
issue of immigration out of politics.” The 
Labour party’s real fear of course is not that, 
if the Tories win the next General Election, 
there is the slightest chance of immigration 
being curbed. They know from the 
experience of previous Conservative govern- 
ments that the Tories are as deeply com- 
mitted to multi-racialism as themselves and 
the Liberals. The only real difference 
between Labour and the Tories on 
immigration is the crafty way the Tories have 
manoeuvered their immigration position so 
that their policies appear to the public to be 
less sympathetic towards Immigrants than 
Labour’s! 


FOG OF DECEPTION 


Of course, the same fog of deception 
which Mrs. Thatcher has cast about her to 
disguise her ambitions has also been employed 
by the Labour party to its advantage many 
times. The most recent example was at the 
last General Election, when former Labour 
Prime Minister Harold Wilson promised the 
electorate a referendum on the Common 
Market issue. What wily Wilson conveniently 
forgot to inform the electorate at the same 
time was the way he intended to personally 
intervene once elected, by adding his and the 
government’s backing to the massively 
financed pro-Market referendum campaign. 
Thus he ensured that whichever way the 
electorate looked during the campaign they 
remained trapped by the overwhelming 
pressures of the pro-Market lobby. 

Using the same ‘suspense’ technique as 
Harold Wilson, the Tory leader knows that 
by waffling loosely about “ending immig- 
ration’’ at the next General Election, she 
holds the key to victory. Whether Mrs. 
Thatcher will in fact, continue to hoax the 
electorate with her ‘patriotic’ stance remains 
to be seen. However, if she does continue to 
use the immigration issue as a gimmick to 
secure her party’s victory, her moment of 
triumph will be brief. For the hypocrisy of 
any party which talks glibly only about 
immigration, without confronting the catas- 
trophic failure of Britain’s multi-racial 
experiment as well, is bound to surface once 
in office. The electorate’s wrath is already 
sounding the death knell for Labour over 
that party’s treacherous refusal to respond 
to their demands. 

The Tories’ day of reckoning is coming 
too! 


® MINI-RACIALISTS CENSORED 


Soppy William Whitelaw recently made great 
political play of the fact that his three-year 
old daughter, who attended a play-group in 
Brixton, failed to differentiate between 
Black and White. He evidently thought that 
the perception of a three year-old should be 
the arbiter of Conservative party policy. On 
other matters one might well agree. 

But Willie must have been somewhat 
dismayed when a much more systematic 
research of.children’s attitudes revealed that 
a very large number of children between the 
ages of 5 and 13 already had a very marked 
racial awareness — so much so that their 
“anti-Immigrant’’ views had to be censored 
from a Schools Council guide for teachers. 

One child wrote that: “We think of 
Pakistanis as black germy people. This is 
not true. They have funny spots, but if they 
were in their own countries many would die 
of an illness. I think they should be sent 
back to their own country. At some time it 
must be stopped or England will be crowded. 
Already there are 55 million immigrants in 
England and Great Britain.” 

Mr. Max Morris, one of the Schools 
Council’s programme committee and former 
president of the National Union of Teachers, 
thought that the guide “provided a great 
many useful suggestions for the school 
curriculum.” Properly interpreted, of course, 
this means that he thought it revealed the 
urgent necessity of stepping up multi- 
racialist brainwashing before the situation 
deteriorated any further. 


@ THE BANKING CONNECTION 


Indefatigable Fleet Street sleuth Gerard 
Kemp recently took a fascinating behind- 
the-scenes look at the ‘Socialist Workers’ 
Party’ in a feature for the Sunday Express. 
Old hands at studying communism will not 
be surprised to learn that there was a very 
curious link established between red 
revolution and Zionist banking circles. 

It seems that Mr. Jim Nicholl, SWP 
national secretary, is a close friend of a 
certain Mr. Sabbatai ““Sabby” Sagall, son of 
City financier Joseph Sagall and director of 
Sagall Press Ltd. Jim Nicholl is Secretary of 
Sagall Press Ltd., which own the Corbridge 
Works in East London where until recently 
Socialist Worker was printed. Sabby Sagall 
befriended the red revolutionary Rudi 
Dutschke, sharing a house with him in 
Golders Green in 1970 shortly before he was 
deported back to Germany. 

Not only is Mr. Nicholl closely con- 
nected with the interesting Mr. Sagall, but he 
is also a director of Lochin Leasing Ltd., a 
company whose stated aims are “‘to carry on 
a business of financiers and _ industrial 
bankers.” 

All very odd, isn’t it, this relationship 
between the workers’ revolution and cosmo- 
politan finance? Or is it? 

At any rate, a deafening silence has 
issued from the proletarian headquarters in 
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Cottons Gardens about Mr. “Kemp’s 
fascinating revelations. This does not mean, 
however, that Mr. Kemp’s indiscretion in 
mentioning the unmentionable has not been 
noted in circles far wider than the SWP, 


indeed as far as Woburn House in 
Bloomsbury ... 
Watch out, Gerry! 


¢ HOW MANY IMMIGRANTS? 


We keep hearing strange figures about the 
numbers of coloured Immigrants in this 
country of various categories, figures which 
just do not tally with the Establishment’s 
obvious lie that there are only 1,800,000 
Blacks in Britain. For example, it is 
frequently reported that there are roughly 
one million Muslims in Britain. If this is so, 
this must mean that all the Hindus, Sikhs 
and other religious groups, plus the entire 
West Indian population, which is nominally 
Christian, numbers only 800,000. This is 
quite obviously absurd. 

And how about this? The late Peter 
Gladstone-Smith, Crime Correspondent of 
the Daily Telegraph, wrote in his book The 
Crime Explosion: “A confidential Scotland 
Yard investigation was carried out at the 
request of the Home Office to discover how 
many illegal immigrants there were. After a 
lot of work, a preliminary inquiry showed 
that of 2,000,000 immigrants 1,000,000 had 
entered illegally. For some reason a full, 
further inquiry was never pursued.” 

One million illegal immigrants! No 
wonder they had to amnesty them! If this 
appalling figure is correct, and there seems 
little reason to assume that it is not, then the 
‘legal’ immigrant population has got to be 
six times that amount at the very least. 

Still think that “stopping immig- 
ration” is sufficient? 


© CHANGE OF MIND 


Who said this about the Common Market? 
“It will be no use British electors coming to 
the candidate for a Westminster Parliament 
and complaining about prices or unemploy- 
ment. Those candidates will reply that it has 
nothing to do with them. They would have 
no more control over these matters than 
does the present Hampshire County Council. 
Federalism will mean the surrender of vital 
decisions to a Parliament the British cannot 
dismiss.”’ 

James Callaghan said that in 1971, at 
a public meeting in Portsmouth. Now, of 


course, Mr. Callaghan is Prime Minister, and 
so he has changed his mind. Such changes 
of mind are not uncommon when people 
reach the top in politics, when they realise 
where real power lies, who exercises it, and 
how it is necessary to trim one’s political 
sails to the prevailing wind if one wishes to 
retain the trappings of office. 

In the words of the Earl of Portsmouth: 
“If the public memory could last ten years, 
few Ministers would hold office twice.” 


® THE RACIAL DYNAMIC 


Minority racism and its workings is a 
fascinating thing. Wilmot Robertson in the 
Dispossessed Majority comments on the 
remarkable preponderance of minority 
groups found to be ‘agitating’ in the true 
sense of the word, whether it be in political 
parties, trade unions or whatever. The 
following is a list of extreme left-wing 
Labour MPs who last month sponsored a 
House of Commons motion to ban trade 
with Chile: Tom Litterick, Hugh Jenkins, 
John Ovenden, Frank Allaun, Dennis 
Canavan, Joan Maynard, Bruce Grocott, 
Dennis Skinner, Oonagh McDonald, Ioan 
Evans, Ron Thomas, Sydney Tierney, Ted 
Fletcher, Jo Richardson, Neil Kinnock, 
Raphael Tuck, Ivor Clemitson, Max Madden, 
J. W. Rooker, Stan Newens, Caerwyn 
Roderick, Stan Thorne, Russell Kerr, George 
Rodgers, Martin Flannery, Frank Hooley, 
John Watkinson and Arthur Latham. 

Study those names and you will be 
surprised to find the combined number of 
Irish, Welsh, Scottish and Jewish names. This 
is in no way intended to be a derogatory 
reflection on Irishmen, Welshmen, Scots or 
Jews. It is simply an interesting illustration 
of the racial dynamic, which expresses itself 
with a characteristic stridency in minority 
groups. 


e NO PREJUDICE 


In America today, while prostitution is still 
a nearly all-White profession, pimping is 
nearly an all-Black profession. Most of the 
runaway girls who end up as prostitutes in 
the big cities are led into it by Black pimps. 

Now here is an interesting reflection 
on the utter degeneracy of our ‘multi-racial’ 
society, which continually pumps the 
propaganda of racial equality into the minds 
of our young people. When asked why he 
thought young White girls fall for the 
blandishments of Black pimps, Officer 
Warren McGinnis of the New York Police 
Department’s runaway unit said:— 

“The kid has been brought up not to 
have any racial bias, and she is bending over 
backwards to show that she is not prejudiced 
when she’s accosted by this nicely dressed, 
sweet-talking, perfumed Black man. She’s so 
conscious that she shouldn’t put him down 
that she forgets she’s being picked up by a 
street hustler.” 

My God, the multi-racialists have got a 
lot to answer for! 
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JOHN TYNDALL 


CORRUPTION OF THE 


LIBERAL MIND 


JUST OCCASIONALLY in a single speech, 
book or article the spirit and ethos of an 
entire era are encapsulated and exposed in 
the raw. The Times, in its editorial of the 
18th February, somehow accomplished this 
— but not, I suspect, with the result 
intended. 

The theme, entitled ‘Corruption of 
Youth’, was — wait for it! — yes, a condem- 
nation of the National Front. That at least 
was the object. The effect, as it turned out, 
was to provide one of the most powerful 
and devastating condemnations ever of 
The Times’ own ideology of 20th Century, 
pink-hued, bourgeois-orientated, moralistic 
liberalism — in other words the orthodox 
religion of the contemporary West. 

All the ingredients were there in a 
mere 600-700 words. First, the dogmatic 
self-righteousness, which condemns _ all 
contrary points of view as a crime, not just 
of error, but of positive evil; with this 
the pomposity of tone, suggestive of a 
Victorian divinity master speaking of the 
unspeakable; next the moral snobbery of an 
elite proclaiming to an elite, arrogantly 
assuming that one’s words are so clearly 
accepted as carrying God’s approval that 
they really have no need to contain an atom 
of argument; then the usual concomitant 
of nauseating humbug, in this case not even 
making the slightest effort at concealment; 
next the resort to lies and misrepresentation 
to condemn one’s opponent out of hand; 
finally the vitriol of ill-disguised hatred, 
mingled with terror, towards that by which 
one feels threatened. They are all there in 
this sermon from the high pulpit of estab- 
lishment liberal values. 

“The National Front’s current cam- 
paign,” the editorial begins, “‘to convert 
schoolchildren to the cause of racialism — 
modelled so closely on Nazi propaganda 
methods — is founded on the simple but 
largely valid principle that immature 
adolescent minds are easily manipulated . . .” 

So what is The Times proposing? That 
young people should be taught nothing at 
all in the way of ideas or ideals, in the way 
of principles or loyalties, out of which 
future attitudes to citizenship may be 
formed? 

Of course, The Times is proposing no 
such thing. The Times believes that children 
should be taught ideas, ideals, principles and 
loyalties, but they should be those of 
liberalism, multi-racialism, internationalism 
and_ world-itizenship, not those of 
patriotism to race and homeland. If you 
practise the first, that is a legitimate part of 
the process of education for social respon- 
sibility which every civilised community 
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accepts and carries out; if you practise the 
second, that amounts to the manipulation of 
immature adolescent minds. You see? 

The article goes on:— , 

‘“* |. . The Front’s message of hatred, 
setting up black immigrants (and their allies: 
marxists, liberals and softies) as the scape- 
goats for all Britain’s ills, has a crude appeal 
to a generation of young teenagers, many 
from deprived, racially mixed areas and 
broken homes. . . The attraction is enhanced 
by the barely concealed possibility of 
violence taking place.”’ 

The first 23 words of these two sen- 
tences perform the considerable feat of 
incorporating two big lies, which can be 
immediately recognised from a reading of 
the NF student handbook How to combat 
red teachers. This handbook, in a section on 
race, tells students not to imply or encourage 
hatred of other races but merely to discuss 
racial differences “in a friendly and courteous 
way without insults and without rancour.” 
The NF case is that races can develop their 
own potentialities best, and live in the best 
of harmony with one another, by racial 
separation. 

Some may disagree with this and call 
it a mistaken view. They are entitled to their 
opinion. What they are not entitled to do is 
call it a ‘message of hatred.” 


‘SCAPEGOAT’ CHARGE 


Equal dishonesty is shown in the state- 
ment that the NF makes black immigrants 
scapegoats for Britain’s ills. In a section in 
the same handbook it is made clear that the 
NF does no such thing, but that social 
problems are aggravated by the presence of 
an immigrant population. 

If the writer of The Times editorial 
has read our handbook and is aware of its 
contents, he is telling a lie; if he has not, he 
is engaging in silly and irresponsible jour- 
nalism, trying to write about, and make 
sweeping conclusions about, something he 
simply has not bothered to study. Both 
tendencies are of course common among 
liberals. 

Then the last sentence: “ ... The 
attraction is enhanced by the barely con- 
cealed possibility of violence taking place.” 
Just what in God’s name is this supposed to 
mean? What violence? Whose violence? Why 
necessarily violence at all? Are these words 
intended to imply that, because racial 
violence can occur, anyone interested in 
racial ideas is thus interested because of the 
attraction of such violence; and that because 
it can occur racial ideas are necessarily 
wrong? Such a fatuous suggestion could 


apply to ideas about class differences, 
political differences, religious differences, 
industrial differences, and so on without 
limit. One indeed suspects that the real 
thought of the writer was that it would be 
appropriate to the cadence of his message if 
the word “violence” could be inserted some- 
where and somehow in the proceedings, and 
that he burnt the midnight oil trying to 
compose such a sentence without the 
English language appearing to be murdered 
too much. The result? It reads alright — as 
long as you don’t stop to think about it. 

What next? Well, the article goes on:— 

** _. . Not much can be done to stop 
the peaceable distribution of pamphlets 
outside school premises, but head teachers 
and teachers should be on their guard against 
allowing the Front any presence inside the 
schools themselves . . . Such activities should 
not be tolerated. It is more difficult to stop 
already recruited pupils from disseminating 
the Front’s ideas to their fellows. In general, 
however, school authorities should not see 
attempts at National Front recruitment in 
the same tolerant light as they regard the 
formation, say, of Labour or Conservative 
societies in the schools.” 


DEVALUED CURRENCY 


One pauses to gasp at this point in the 
harangue. In a few words the writer has 
thrown overboard just about every tenet of 
the liberal-democratic faith, or at least what 
we are conditioned to believe from childhood 
is the liberal-democratic faith. ‘Tolerance’, 
‘freedom’, ‘equal rights’, absence of ‘sup- 
pression’, ‘free debate’, etc., etc., concepts 
that have been handed down the centuries, 
embalmed in the rhetoric of the greatest 
liberal-progressive thinkers and anointed 
with the blood of all those who fought and 
died for ‘freedom’ in two world wars, to 
form the catechism of Western liberal 
thought today — such concepts suddenly 
become devalued currency. What has 
happened to them? Ah, but the writer 
perhaps thinks he has provided the explan- 
ation in the following passage:— 

‘“‘The same principles would of course 
apply to any other extreme totalitarian 
organisations trying to induce schoolchildren 
to violence and fascism, whether of the left 
or the right...” 

Stripped bare, what does this amount 
to? The hope, perhaps justified, that the 
lazy-minded reader will accept the facile 
rationale without giving two more seconds’ 
thought to it. You see the line of reasoning: 
Liberal principles of ‘freedom’, ‘tolerance’, 
etc. are only to be applied to those who 
themselves are liberal, tolerant and believe in 
freedom. Those who do not embody these 
virtues but, on the contrary, are ‘totalitarian’, 
must expect to be treated differently. The 
reader, if his conscience has been stabbed for 
a moment with a little doubt, can reassure 
himself — of course, that is the answer! 

The more enquiring reader may of 
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course pose another question: by whose 
judgement is the National Front to be 
defined as ‘totalitarian’? What evidence has 
it in fact given that it warrants such a 
definition? Does it induce schoolchildren to 
violence and fascism? Where is the proof? 


JUST LIKE GOERING 


The judgement is of course that of the 
leader-writer of The Times newspaper and all 
decent liberals everywhere. Goering is said 
once to have pronounced in the Third 
Reich: “I decide who is and who is not a 
Jew!” What is wrong therefore with liberals 
deciding who is and who is not a fascist? As 
for evidence? Well, no right-minded readers 
will question that it exists. Let us dispense 
with this boring argument and continue:— 

“ . .. At present, happily, there are 
few, if any, other bodies of similar malevo- 
lence. The Socialist Workers’ Party shares 
with the National Front a desire to subvert 
established democratic values, but the SWP’s 
policy is not based on crude racialism, and 
it appeals more to the intellect than to base 
violent instincts . . .” 

Unbelievable? No, that is exactly what 
The Times said. The Socialist Workers’ Party, 
which has publicly announced its intention 
to stop by force every National Front 
activity that it can stop and which has 
carried that promise into action on the 
streets of this country, at Lewisham, at Lady- 
wood, in Birmingham last month; which has 
been responsible for savage attacks on NF 
members and the Police; which preaches 
violence and intimidation almost every week 
in its newspaper, but which on the other 
hand has been able to conduct its own 
activities without being attacked by the 
National Front; this Socialist Workers’ Party 
appeals more to the intellect than to base 
violent instincts, while it is the NF who, by 
implication, appeals to those base violent 
instincts. Phew! 


DELIBERATE LIES 


That this leader-writer is sufficient a 


’ moron actually to believe what he is writing 


here stretches the credulity just a little too 
far. One therefore must come to the only 
alternative conclusion: that he is consciously 
purveying downright and deliberate lies. To 
one who actually takes seriously the halo of 
righteousness that liberals cast around them- 
selves, this is an amazing and alarming 
departure; to one who understands the true 
inner essence of liberalism it is just standard 
procedure. But let us read on:— 

“That is not to suggest that in general 
the totalitarian left is in any way less 
potentially dangerous than the totalitarian 
right. In the existing British context, 
however, the National Front presents a 
bigger threat to democratic values than does 
any organisation of the left, and the Front’s 
activities in schools should therefore be 


viewed with grave concern and resisted with 
vigour.” 

Here of course liberalism is speaking in 
its frequently adopted code, afd for the 
benefit of the ordinary man in the street the 
message has to be decoded. When that is 
done it reads:— 

“We, the guardians of the liberal- 
democratic system, can afford the luxury of 
tolerating those whose politics we dislike — 
for as long as there is no danger in their 
becoming popular enough to threaten us, 
and indeed it is a good thing that we should 
tolerate them because it helps to sustain the 
image of ‘tolerance’ and ‘freedom’ that is 
essential to our good reputation. If, however, 
there is any possibility that such people may 
become popular enough to challenge our 
position, then of course we feel quite 
justified in dropping the pretence of 
‘tolerance’ and ‘freedom’ and crushing 
them.” 


CODE DROPPING BY DEGREES 


The article continues in this vein but 
with the attempt at code dropping by 
degrees :— 

“The National Front is not an 
ordinary political organisation and it should 
not be treated as if it were.” (Who decides 
that? Again The Times of course.) “... The 
fact that it is a legal political party does not 
mean that it should be put on a par with the 
other parties, and dealt with on the same 
criteria.” (Goodness no!) “ ... When the 
National Front wishes to hire a hall for a 
public meeting, there is nothing discreditable 
in taking into account the message it is likely 
to disseminate from that public platform 
before deciding whether or not to grant it 
permission to use the hall. Those local 
authorities or other bodies which have 
refused to allow the Front to use their 
facilities, because in conscience, and after 
considering broad aspects of public policy, 
they have come to the conclusion that it 
would be contrary to public order and good 
race relations to permit the meeting, should 
not be the subject of reproach.” 

Here, in a paragraph in which, in the 
practice of playing with words, the author 
begins almost to run riot, I select for 
particular analysis the words “‘public policy”’. 
Just what do these words mean? I suggest 
that they are pregnant with a meaning that is 
at the same time sinister and dripping with 
hypocrisy. Where, in this context, have we 
heard such words before? In totalitarian 
states, no less — where edicts of the ruling 
junta are passed down to the multitude as 
being ‘‘the people’s will’’ (although of course 
“the people’ have not been consulted for a 
second on such matters). ““Considering broad 
aspects of public policy,’ just about any 
freedom can be trampled on which the 
ruling clique cares to trample on. That is 
the message. Yet we are reading this, not in 
the mouthpiece of a Stalinist state, but in 
the columns of a newspaper whose 


proprietors would consider it to be one of 
the worthiest bastions of the democratic 
way of life. At such double-talk the honest 
man reaches for the vomiting bowl. 

‘The National Front,” the article rants 
on, “‘is legal but it is not normal and it is not 
respectable. Discrimination against it, pro- 
vided it is not unlawful, is not only per- 
missable, but on _ occasions positively 
desirable,” (of course — in defence of a 
society dedicated, among other things, to 
eradicating discrimination) “‘ . . . as a means 
of showing the deep revulsion for its sinister 
views felt by the vast majority of the British 
public” (sic) “‘ . . . and by those British 
institutions which the Front seeks to under- 
mine and ultimately destroy.” 

“The Front’s activities must be fully 
reported, and the public should know about 
them, but that does not imply that it should 
be able to hide its essentially evil and 
undemocratic character behind the cloak of 
its legality, and, on that score, demand equal 
treatment in the media (or in schools or in 
its dealings with local authorities) with other 
political parties and organisations not 
dedicated, as the Front is, to the destruction 
of the values which form the basis of our 
society.’ (End of article.) 


LIBERAL VALUES THREATENED 


Of course what offends The Times is 
not that the NF is opposed (as it is not) to 
the political structure of democracy, i.e. to 
the sovereignty of parliament elected by the 
people, to the rule of law, to freedom of 
speech, of the press and of the judiciary; 
what offends The Times is that the NF is 
opposed to that particular degeneration of 
democracy which is known as liberalism. 
This is what it really means when it ends by 
saying that we are dedicated to the destruc- 
tion of the values “‘which form the basis of 
our society.” The values which form the 
basis of our society are, by pronouncement 
of The Times, liberal values. 

To examine this last assumption would 
take a whole new article. I will just leave it 
by saying that it is an assumption that I 
repudiate in toto. All that is worth preserving 
in our society today is based on such values 
as Patriotism, Order, Discipline, Enterprise, 
Hard Work and Honesty. If 1 am to add any- 
thing to this, it is the tradition of thrashing 
out our differences of opinion by reasoned 
discussion and debate, which has always 
seemed to me the kernel of Democracy. 

These are all values for which the 
National Front stands; at the same time they 
are values that have become anathema to 
latter-day liberals, such as those who write in 
The Times. 

Perhaps though we should in conclusion 
be grateful to The Times, for I do not know 
of any article of comparable length in any 
newspaper in which the full repulsiveness of 
the contemporary liberal spirit has been so 
perfectly exhibited. 
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SINCE the failure of the second Loyalist 
strike last May, political action in Northern 
Ireland has been at a low ebb. Supporters of 
the Loyalist Action Council have become 
disillusioned with their inability to overcome 
the weight of Establishment propaganda, 
orchestrated by Secretary of State Mason. 

The weaknesses in Loyalist leadership 
were never more apparent than at this 
crucial period, when the capacity to main- 
tain a tenacious resistance to the pro- 
Republican sell-out is more important than 
adherence to the niceties of political dis- 
cussion. This is a lesson not yet understood 
by one Loyalist leader, Ernest Baird, whose 
brainchild the Action Council was. His 
leadership of the Council was gradually 
usurped by the stronger and more fanatical 
personality of the Rev. Ian Paisley. Paisley’s 
politics are basically sound, but his style and 
tactics have alienated many Loyalists. In 
particular, the rank and file of the para- 
military UDA wish to see a tougher and less 
religiously-orientated political leadership. I 
suspect this was one reason for their less 
than wholehearted support for the Action 
Council’s exhortations. 

In Ulster, the equivalent of the Conser- 
vative Party is the Official Unionist Party. 
Just as the Tories gave us the traitors Heath 
and Whitelaw (to name but two) the Official 
Unionists provided Terence O’Neill and 
Brian Faulkner, who gave away Ulster’s safe- 
guards against Republicanism — Stormont 
and the ““B-Specials’’ Constabulary. It would 
therefore appear reasonable for Loyalists to 
distrust that particular Party. They have 
recently been engaged in talks with Roy 
Mason on the possibility of finding some 
way of fobbing off the Ulster people with a 
semblance of democratic institutions 
without giving any real power to the loyal 
majority in the Province. Mason offered a 
two-tier devolved structure with an assembly 
and supervisory committee, including a 
powerful General Purposes Committee, but 
once again insisted on statutory Republican 
participation where it matters. Even the 
Official Unionists could not concede this, 
anticipating the hostile Loyalist reaction. 


ANNEXATION REFUTED 


Mr. Jack Lynch, the Prime Minister of 
the Irish Potato Republic, has once again 
reiterated the aggressive Republican demand 
that British should withdraw from Ulster 
and allow it to be annexed to Eire. The idea 
of withdrawal is. not without support in 
Great Britain, but British Nationalists must 
refute this argument. Here are two good 
reasons :— 

(1) The loyal majority in Ulster are 
directly descended from English and 
Scottish folk who settled in Northern 
Ireland as long ago as the sixteenth century. 
They were encouraged to go there as a 
counterbalance to the disloyalty of the 
indigenous inhabitants, a disloyalty which 
persists, personified by the IRA gunman, 
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until the present day. 

This continual and bitter antagonism 
has forged in the Ulsterman a strength and 
determination to maintain the security and 
integrity of his country which has, alas, 
appeared to be absent among his English 
kith and kin for so long. Those of us who 
have seen action with the National Front 
have some cause to hope that a resurgence of 
fighting spirit is on the way on the British 
mainland, to give much needed support to 
the hard pressed and much reviled Ulster 
Loyalists. 

(2) It would be an act of abject national 
cowardice for Britain to abdicate her respon- 
sibilities in a part of the United Kingdom 
where the majority have remained loyal 
during peace and war. Should Britain 


surrender sovereignty in Lewisham or 
Leicester because of a dissident racial 
minority? 


The bitterness of many Loyalists at 
the lack of support has led to demands for 
independence or UDI. This would be a “‘road 
to nowhere’, which would isolate Ulster 
from her friends without in any way stifling 
the interference from the Westminster Estab- 
lishment and the international “Liberal 
Concensus’’. 

Loyalists do not fear the withdrawal 
of troops because of the massive civil war 
which would follow. We would be heavily 
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New Nationalist Books 


The following are new, important titles available from Nationalist Books. Postage is 
shown in brackets. Please make cheques, P.O.’s etc. payable to ‘‘Nationalist Books”. 


THE FRAUDULENT GOSPEL Bernard Smith £1.00 (12p) 
An up-to-date exposure of the pro-communist and anti-white bias of the World Council 


JUSTICE BE DAMNED Roy Bramwell 50p (9%p) 
A study of the corruption of justice in modern Britain under the pressure of the Left. 


MONEY MADE MYSTERIOUS £1.80 (9%p) 
A series of articles reprinted from American Mercury explaining simply and clearly the 
workings of the financial racket. 1958 (rep. 1977). 99pp. 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN ENGLAND AND WALES W. E. Jackson 35p (12p) 
A useful basic textbook, dated in some details, but a helpful guide to the basic 


THE SPECIOUS ORIGINS OF LIBERALISM Anthony Ludovici £1.25 (22p) 
A clinical analysis of liberal values and viewpoints in which their futility is well exposed. 


outnumbered, but could still give a good 
account of ourselves. But are we not entitled 
to security and law and order in the 1970’s 
without having to resort to the frontier 
tactics of the Wild West? 


ENTITLED TO SECURITY 


The Westminster insistence on “‘power- 
sharing” devolution for Ulster is a highly 
sinister business, when we examine what it 
really entails. It means that a certain section 
of the population must be given cabinet- 
status representation, irrespective of the size 
of their vote in a free democratic election. 
Moreover, the minority so represented is 
opposed to the very existence of Northern 
Ireland and wishes its amalgamation into a 
socially and economically backward Irish 
Republic in which the Church determines 
the social and private behaviour of its 
citizens to an extent which would be un- 
acceptable in Britain or any other civilised 
state, and in which moral hypocrisy is the 
natural order. 

Whenever we see the connivance of the 
two major parties in an important policy 
designed to subvert the integrity of our 
country, we are entitled to raise an eyebrow 
or two to ask why, if two-party politics are 
so honest and democratic, neither Labour 
nor the Tories have been tempted to pledge 
a return to a one man, one vote Stormont, 
particularly as they would gain Unionist 
support at Westminster. Yet this pact 
between the Establishment parties has 
endured for several years. What individuals 
or oganisations have arranged this conspiracy, 
and other conspiracies, against the British 
people? When Ulster Loyalists and British 
Nationalists realise the power and extent of 
our common enemy, we must be prepared 
to unite in a formidable opposition to the 
forces of subversion. Let this unity come 
soon — time is running out for the British 
race. 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Changing the rules of 
the Democracy game 


“DEMOCRACY” is a complex state of 
affairs in which a variety of “freedoms to” 
are balanced with a variety of “freedoms 
from.” 

Most would agree that vital “freedoms 
to” in a genuinely democratic formula are: 

1) the right of members of a com- 
munity, each possessing an equal vote, to 
elect on a regular basis the body which 
governs them; 

2) the right of any individual in the 
community to stand nominated as a candi- 
date in elections to the community’s 
governing body. 

These “freedoms to” cannot by them- 
selves ensure that the democratic process is 
totally fair, however. If in an election 
candidates ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ are enabled to 
exercise the Right of Assembly without let 
or hindrance throughout the year in order 
that they may communicate their ideas to 
the electorate and organise and mobilise 
their campaign workers, while candidate ‘D’ 
is systematically denied the Right of 
Assembly except for a token period just 
before Polling Day; and if, furthermore, 
candidates ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ are helped to 
bring their ideas to the electorate by the 
mass media while the ideas of candidate ‘D’ 
are systematically suppressed, then it is 
clear that the democratic process is being 
distorted. 

It was under just that type of distorted 
democracy that the National Front came 
into being eleven years ago. We were not 
faced with an absolute tyranny as is 
experienced behind the Iron Curtain or in 
some South American countries. We could 
nominate NF candidates in elections. A vote 
for an NF candidate was equal in value to a 
vote for a candidate of another party. 

But the media of mass communication 
and the organisations which controlled the 
facilities by which the Right of Assembly 
could be exercised were manipulated almost 
exclusively for the benefit of our opponents. 


KNOWING “THE SCORE” 


We did not let this situation dishearten 
us. Indeed we formed and commenced to 
promote our new party knowing in advance 
what is known in all political circles as ““The 
Score”, which is:— 

1) Britain is run by an “Establishment” — 
an alliance of vested interests held together 
by their mutual reliance on the patronage 
bestowed by a fraternity of international 
banking houses who control the issue of 
money and credit in every land and who are 
near to obtaining total control over the 
whole world’s major wealth-creating 


enterprises. 

2) The Establishment will allow a facade 
of “democracy” — allowing opponents (such 
as we of the National Front) to participate 
in elections for public office — just so long 
as the Right of Assembly and Access to the 
Media are manipulated so as to distort the 
democratic process and thus render their 
opponents impotent against its  self- 
perpetrating oligarchy. : 

3) Though fundamentally anti-democratic 
in purpose and action, the Establishment 
finds it expedient to promote the illusion of 
“democracy” on the assumption (which, 
sadly, is often though not always correct) 
that the masses of ordinary people do not 
require the actuality of democracy but only 
the comforting and self-flattering belief that 
a state of democracy exists in which they 
exercise a real control over their own lives 
and the direction of their national 
community. 

Despite the disadvantages presented to 
us in the distorted democracy under which 
we commenced our operation, our party has 
grown and grown. In terms of the numbers 
of votes it has shown itself able to attract 
and the increasing number of candidates it is 
able to put into the field, the National Front 
is the most serious power-challenge ever to 
confront the Establishment since universal 
franchise was instituted. 


ESTABLISHMENT UNNERVED 


The NF challenge may not be par- 
ticularly powerful when compared to the 
might of the Establishment, but it is still a 
worrying irritation which won’t go away. 
The Establishment, so used to having every- 
thing and everyone of significance “‘all sewn 
up” finds the phenomenon of the NF 
unnerving. 

It frets about the fact that hundreds of 
thousands of people who ought by now to 
be thoroughly brainwashed are poised to 
vote for a party which is not reliant on the 
Establishment for a _ single penny of 
patronage or for so much as a single 
encouraging remark on the TV or in the 
newspapers. 

Since the National Front has shown 
that it will not be intimidated by the Red 
Mob, nor abashed by the smear propaganda 
of the media, nor prevented from organising 
itself by restrictions on its Right of 
Assembly, but instead shows a maddeningly 
democratic appetite for all types of 
elections, the Establishment is working on 
plans to distort the democratic system even 
further to protect itself. 

Already one outrageous 


but not 


- election 


“Britain is a democratic country: you can 
vote for whom you please... 


... almost”’ 


highly-publicised change has been made 
which indicates clearly that the Establish- 
ment has it in mind to try and restrict 
participation in politics at Parliamentary 
level to the Conservative and 
Labour (and, perhaps, Liberal) parties which 
are led by Establishment “insiders” and are 
totally dependent on Establishment financial 
and media patronage. 

This change was brought about by 
Parliament’s adoption two years ago of the 
report of the Houghton Committee. This 
instituted the annual payment of hundreds 
of thousands of pounds of taxpayers’ money 
into the coffers of each of the main Parlia- 
mentary parties. 

Unlike the Political Levy paid to the 
Labour Party from trade union members’ 
subscriptions, individual taxpayers cannot 
“contract out” of this compulsory sub- 
sidisation of political parties which they may 
not support. — indeed, which they may 
oppose bitterly. 

This is nothing less than the crime of 
Fraudulent Conversion rendered “‘legal’’ by 
virtue of the fact that the crooks who 
perpetrate the swindle are Members of 
Parliament who can pass laws to “legitimise” 
their criminality! 

The Establishment Parliamentarians’ 
corrupt and anti-democratic intentions were 
further revealed when they suddenly raised 
the minimum number of votes a party would 
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AS IN the case of Australia and Canada, we 


too have watched as year after year the 
establishment parties had made promises to 


curb immigration (we have the largest Poly-' 


nesian city in the world), deal with industrial 
and financial problems and allow our sports 
teams to travel to Rhodesia and South 
Africa. And year after year we watched as 
they made every excuse in the book to 
prevent them being fulfilled. 

In 1974, a group of us met in the 
central South Island, in Central Canterbury 
to be exact. The National Party, the only 
remaining vestige of anything like Rightist 
opinion, had fallen to the leadership of the 
most liberal elements within, and thus we 
were forced to make a decision: Were we 
going to go along with what was being done 
by the National Party, or were we going to 
take the very much more difficult position 
and launch out on our own, with a true 
Nationalist message? After considerable 
debate we decided that the only true alter- 
native open to us was a genuine Nationalist 
movement. 

The next matter discussed was that of 
platform. We agreed amongst ourselves that 
much, if not all of NF policy suited us well. 
The only thing left to decide was by what 
vehicle was this policy platform to be 
presented to the public? Two different ideas 
immediately arose. The first option was to 
infiltrate the National Party in the hope that 
some headway would be made towards 
capturing the administrations of local 
branches. However it was quickly pointed 
out that such a course of action had been 
pursued, with no success, since the early 
1950s. The upper echelons of the party were 
well-aware of the various attempts to infil- 
trate it, and ruthlessly dealt with them. The 
only other path open to us was our own 
vehicle, controlled by ourselves, but not 
necessarily completely independent of other 
Nationalist groups throughout the world. 


WATCHING THE N.F. 


For some time we had been watching 
the progress of the NF in Britain, hoping 
against hope that it too would not fall prey 
to internal subversion or wrecking by 
infiltrators, and several times we held our 
breath at some of the rocks that loomed in 
the path of the Front’s progress. Our 
contacts with the leading figures in the 
Front go as far back as the days of the 
League of Empire Loyalists, when A. K. 
Chesterton came to New Zealand and briefly 
visited our Deputy Chairman, Brian 
Thompson, who was immensely impressed 
by him. Unfortunately, before the year was 
out the LEL, wracked by internal squabbles, 
collapsed and died in New Zealand and 
Australia. Something else had failed; it was 
back to square one again! 

Shortly after we received news of the 
formation of the Front in Britain and were 
delighted to see that AK, as everyone knew 
him, was to lead it. We also saw that instead 
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of it being a single party trying to dominate 
the political scene from a weak position, it 
was in fact an amalgamation of three healthy 
groups. This gave us considerable hope. 
Brian Thompson immediately formed the 
first National Front of New Zealand; however 
this was to fall prey to the tremendous 
problems that had overwhelmed the LEL in 
Australasia. But the exercise did prove 
valuable in one respect, even though failure 
attended our first attempt. The press 
reaction showed clearly that the masters of 
the international media were very frightened 
indeed by the emergence of the NF. Such 
was their reaction to us, that we could only 
conclude that this must be the long awaited 
formula for success. 

The matter of an NFNZ lay fallow for 
10 years. New, younger figures rose in the 
ranks of what can only be described as a 
decimated Right; and these young men, 
Thompson among them, decided that the 
Right in this country must not only be 
Right, but radical as well, if we were to save 
ourselves from the race mixers and nation 
wreckers. What was needed was some 
catalyst to revitalise interest in an alternative 
Radical Right solution. 


ELECTION TEST 


In 1974 we decided to place before 
the electorate of New Zealand a basic NF 
policy platform to test its public accep- 
tability. The test was made even harder 
because we had chosen a candidacy which 
was independent. The then Prime Minister, 
Norman Kirk had died, causing a by-election 
in the Labour stronghold of Sydenham, a 
suburb of Christchurch, and we decided to 
grasp the bull firmly by the horns and have a 
go. We were all overwhelmed to find that I 
had managed to gain 3.21% of the total vote, 
which represented one of the highest 
independent votes in the country’s history. 
This again was a further clear indicator as to 
the path we should take. 

More discussions took place, but it was 
felt that with the emergence of strong man 
Muldoon, with his clearly hard-line conser- 
vative outlook, any form of political activity 
outside the ranks of the National Party 
would be a complete waste of time and 
could possibly prolong the term of the 
disastrous socialist Labour Government, 
then in office. Looking back I feel that this 
was a mistake. The National Party was 


prepared to negotiate with any party that 
was intending to field candidates, in order to 
prevent such candidates from lowering their 
own chances at the polls. If we had entered 
the scene then it is entirely possible that 
valuable concessions might have been won. 
However we did not do so and another 
valuable year passed at the end of which, as 
predicted, the Labour Government were 
defeated and the majorities were com- 
pletely reversed in the House. 

We settled back and awaited the 
promised policy implementation. We were in 
for a long wait. From the high point of 
November 1975 we watched in horror, as 
“strong man’ Muldoon and his liberal 
cabinet reneged on every election promise 
ever made. The flood of Pacific islanders 
continued unabated and the anti-White 
sentiments continued to flow. Such was the 
situation by March 1977, with the continued 
pressure to cease sporting contacts with 
Southern Africa and the stream of anti- 
White propaganda, actively encouraged by 
the newly elected National Government, 
that inactivity was impossible. 

An emergency meeting was convened 
in Central Canterbury, an executive formed 
and the National Front of New Zealand 
launched on the 15th of March. I believe 
that the New Zealand Radical Right had at 
long last come of age. 

During the period just prior to our 
official formation, I had considerable, sus- 
tained contact with NF Chairman, John 
Tyndall, and it was through this that we 
were able to prepare ourselves for the 
massive impact the NFNZ was to have on all 
our lives. It was with great regret that some 
of those persons who had originally formed 
the executive, refused to continue once the 
die was cast and press attention really 
focused on us. Such is politics. 


INCREDIBLE IMPACT 


To say that our impact on the political 
climate of New Zealand was anything but 
incredible is to do us and all the NF, world 
wide, an injustice. Press interest was almost 
hysterical. Initially we decided that in order 
to draw as much support as possible we 
would operate as a Movement within the 
ranks of the National Party. This didn’t seem 
such a bad idea at the time, considering the 
public statements of many of the party’s 
leaders which appeared to be solidly “Right 


wing’. 

The trouble that the party went to in 
order to get rid of us was almost unbelievable. 
They even held a special executive meeting, 
which was all very flattering, but it only 
attempted to justify, by unconstitutional 
means, our expulsion. It did serve a purpose, 
because it clearly demonstrated to all those 
people who supported the UK National 
Front and yet fully supported the National 
Party too, that their so-called ‘“‘Rightist 
stance” was a complete sham. Muldoon and 
party chairman Chapman went to the 
trouble of denying that we had any basis of 
support within the National Party, only to 
be contradicted by Auckland Area Organiser, 
George Moir, who happened to be in their 
Mt. Eden electorate administration. After 
this come-down, the opposition trod very 
warily indeed. 

Probably the most significant event for 
us at least, was Deputy-Chairman Brian 
Thompson’s visit to Britain and his subse- 
quent participation in the Lewisham March. 
World attention focused very sharply on this 
area for some days, and all of our adminis- 
tration were contacted by the media in order 
to seek their views on Thompson’s statement 
that unless immigration was halted immedi- 
ately the same situation was going to occur 
here. We naturally concurred; but I think the 
thing that thrilled us most about this 
momentous occasion was that from 12,000 
miles away we had finally despatched the 
very first person from the ‘Old Common- 
wealth” to join in the “Battle for Britain” 
and we were all from the same team, the 
National Front. 


POLYNESIAN SLUMS 


It is true that our growth has not been 
dramatic, but it has been steady, for the race 
mixers have been at work a very long time in 
this country. It is not an easy matter to 
convince the average New Zealander that his 
British Heritage is under attack. Yet, quite 
perceptably, there is a growing wave of fear 
amongst the White community, and the 
Maori, that if the tide of Polynesian migration 
is not halted there will be disaster. Nowhere 
is this more keenly felt than in the Auckland 
area, where already the largest population 
group of Polynesians in the world resides. It 
is truly a frightening spectacle, the slums of 
South Auckland and the endless streams of 
brown faces which crowd the main thorough- 
fares of Auckland each day. The violence 
which attends the hotels and living areas of 
these people is already causing White 
residents to vacate their higher paid Auckland 
jobs for the safer suburbs of the southern 
cities. Here is the real growth area for the 
NFNZ, and with Mike Deanes and the 
Auckland Branch at the ready, I am sure 
1978 will be a very good year for the Front. 

Like the National Front in the mother 
country, we are contemplating the next 
general election with considerable serious- 
ness. Our number of candidates will as yet 


be small, but our impact will definitely be 
great. We are working towards an electoral 
impact of the same dimensions as the NFUK 
in order to make the name “‘Front”’ a house- 
hold word throughout New Zealand. I 


believe that in the short time we have been 
in existence in this country we have gone a 
long way to achieving this. 

We intend to see that improvement 
continues regardless of what our enemies do. 


CHANGING THE RULES OF THE DEMOCRACY GAME Contd. from page 13 


need to win in a Parliamentary General 
Election in order to qualify for a share in 
the loot, once they saw the NF had won 
more than 100,000 votes in London alone in 
last May’s GLC elections! 

Having granted themselves the annual 
right to plunder the public purse for their 
own private political parties, the Establish- 
ment politicians have now determined to pull 
another stroke designed to grant their parties 
a very privileged if not totally monopolistic 
position ‘in Parliamentary politics: they 
propose to increase the cash deposit payable 
by all persons seeking nomination in Parlia- 
mentary elections. 


“N.F. THE MAIN DANGER” 


A Private Member’s Bill advocating 


that the deposit be raised from £150 to at 
least £500 has been introduced by Greville 
Janner, MP, the leading representative in the 
House of Commons of the Zionist Board of 
Deputies of British Jews, whose hatred of 
the National Front is obsessional. 

Shortly after the introduction of 
Janner’s Bill, and a day or so after the NF 
managed to pull over 2,000 votes out of 
Ilford North (the most Zionist-inhabited 
constituency in the country) despite a 
massive anti-NF hate campaign by the media 
and ANAL, the Zionist movement’s most 
illustrious, most obliging and therefore most 


generously patronised Gentile servant, ex- 
Prime Minister Harold Wilson, MP, made a 
speech demanding that the deposit be raised 
to at least £1,200! 

Like Janner, Wilson acknowledged 
that his target was the National Front, which 
he describes as “the main danger.” 

By such corruption the Establishment 
shows that it supports the system of 
democracy only for as long as Establishment 
“insiders” derive exclusive benefit from it. 
The moment an “outsider” uses the system 
to challenge the Establishment’s power 
monopoly the shriek goes up: “We must 
change the rules! We must alter the Law!” 

The Establishment must be aware that 
this hysterical and suppressive reaction to 
the challenge of the NF brings grave dangers. 

How often have we heard Establish- 
ment politicians explain, if not justify, the 
violence of the Republican minority in 
Northern Ireland by claiming that the 
Unionists had “gerrymandered” the electoral 
system so as to leave the Republicans 
without hope of ever achieving the slightest 
representation in the Body Politic of the 
Province? 

Does the Establishment believe that 
British Nationalists will cease to work and 
struggle for their cause simply because they 
are denied the right to nominate and 
campaign for candidates in Parliamentary 
elections? 


How to obtain SPEARHEAD 


Spearhead is available from our office to those who wish to ensure obtaining copies for themselves 
every month and to those who wish to obtain quantities for redistribution. 

Those wishing for copies for themselves each month should take out a subscription by filling 
in the form below and sending it to us with a cheque or postal order for the amount applicable. 


The following rates are for 12 issues (please tick in box where applicable): — 
British Isles: £3.50 () Overseas unsealed surface mail: £3.50 L) Overseas sealed surface mail: £5.60 LJ 
Unsealed air-mail Europe: £5.36 () Unsealed air mail Canada, U.S.A., South America, Africa, Middle 
East: £5.66 CL) Unsealed air-mail Australia, New Zealand, Far East: £6.26 LJ 


Please note: These overseas rates apply if remittance is by international money order; if remittance 
is by cheque an additional charge of 25p applies, as our bankers require this as commission for the 


handling of all foreign cheques. 


Discounts for bulk purchases can be obtained as follows: — 
10-19 copies: 16p ea.; 20-49 copies: 14p ea.; 50-99 copies: 12p ea.; 100-199 copies: 11p ea.; 
200-499 copies: 9p ea.; 500 copies and over: 8p ea. (For advice on postal rates, please contact our 


office). 


All cheques or postal orders should be made out to Spearhead and sent to: 91 Connaught Road, 


Teddington, Middlesex 


Page fifteen 


SIR: In my article in your December issue 
“The ‘Democracy’ Farce’, I remarked on 
the way that NF opinions get expressed in 
supposedly “‘respectable”’ circles although 
the NF is never given credit for being the 
first to voice them, such views only being 
“wrong” when expressed by the NF. 

We have since seen a striking example 
of this in the Tory Party’s admistion that its 
recent promise to curb immigration was an 
attempt to win back votes from the NF. 

Also, that Mr. Callaghan, obviously 
under similar motivation, promptly 
announced: “The time has come when we 
should have the fullest possible discussion on 
it.” (Why so late?) He has since invited Mrs. 
Thatcher to join in “all party” discussions 
on immigration, which would of course 
exclude the NF! 

In other words, without giving the NF 
one hint of credit, the Labour and Tory 
Parties have both silently admitted the need 
to move towards the “evil” policies of the 
NF, and to concede their past failure to do 
enough to appease public fears on this issue. 

Notice how policies which are “evil” 
on one day can quite suddenly become 
perfectly sound and necessary ones, as soon 
as ever the failure to adopt them seems to 
give rise to a threat to the established power 
of those who had defined them as “‘evil’’. 

One can envisage Tory and Labour 
governments eventually adopting every one 
of the NF’s “‘evil’’ policies as soon as they 
regard this as necessary for keeping them- 
selves alternatively in power and the NF out 
of it, yet in executing them they will some- 
how escape all trace and smear of being 
“evil”? themselves. Marvellous, isn’t it? 

If the NF later ceased to be regarded 
as any serious threat we could be quite 
certain that those policies which had 
recently been hailed as so necessary, would 
be abandoned with the wink of an eye lid. 

R. D. MOLESWORTH, 
Cheltenham, Glos. 


SIR: In Spearhead No. 113 of January 1978 
I saw two articles which caused me particular 
interest. “Establishing the NF Overseas” and 
“Camp of the Saints boat invasion hits 
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Australia.” As an Australian subscriber to 
Spearhead 1 would appreciate it if you 
would print this letter. 

Having read Camp of the Saints at the 
time that the Song Be 12 arrived in Darwin 
I was immediately struck by the similarity 
with the book, and this left me wondering 
if someone in Vietnam had read it. Australia 
is the logical choice with wide open northern 
coasts. So pathetic are our defences that one 
Vietnamese Captain actually wandered 
around Darwin looking for someone to 
report to. Finally he walked into the police 
station. Yes, we can feel sorry for these poor 
suffering refugees who have made such an 
epic voyage. Pictures show them well fed 
and smiling. They have arrived with their 
servants, gold bars, and their jewellery. 


Supplied with food and fuel en route. They: 


have landed in a country with 450,000 
unemployed; a country already battling to 
absorb its 10,000 Lebanese refugees. Yet 
neither Liberal nor Labour parties show any 
willingness to protect the wishes and needs 
of the Australian people. We are just not 
considered any more, yet we have the 
highest rate of unemployment since the 
Great Depression. 

In the countryside, in Darwin, and in 
all the places crippled by prolonged drought 
the murmur of discontent is beginning to 
develop into a roar. The growth of decadence 
and violence in Australian society has only 
begun with the deliberate abolishment of the 
White Australia policy in 1966. To those few 
of us who have an awareness of what is 
happening there is the mammoth task of 
trying to awake our people from their 
apathy, and to gather those who are 
beginning to roar their discontent into some 
sort of organisation before it is too late. In 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 


both Sydney and Melbourne there are 
emergent groups in which patriotic 
Australians may be able to pin their hopes. I 
personally trust that both groups are able to 
come to some accord for the sake of our 
nation before it is too late. 

NEIL GARLAND 

Sydney, Australia 


SIR: Why does the Church of England wish 
to encourage immigrants to Britain when the 
majority of these immigrants, especially 
Asian, practise religions which are alien to 
the concepts of the Church of England? Can 
the clergy not see that the religions of these 
immigrants will one day come to challenge 
their own religion? Can they not see that 
centres for increasing racial harmony 
provided by the Church of England, are 
completely dominated by immigrants and 
hence do not encourage racial harmony, but 
give a bias towards the immigrants as regards 
social facilities? 

A programme on ATV January 9, 
Credo showed one such converted church in 
which three whites were seen, all very young 
children, the rest were black. Is this the 
mixed society the Church of England seeks? 

These centres are provided for people 
who will not help to fill the fast falling away 
congregations of the English church. I think 
the Church of England should spend more 
time filling their own churches with 
worshippers than helping alien religions grow 
in strength, How does the Church of 
England propose to reconcile Christians with 
Hindus, Muslims etc? Do they hope to find 
some miracle that has so far escaped the 
peoples of Lebanon, Cyprus, etc? 

PAUL SODEN 
Ashton, Northants. 


month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. 
You could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month s winner (below) was 


published in the East Kent Mercury. 
Sir, 

I write with reference to the 
allegations by the Labour Part 
leader on the District Council, 
that the National Front, which 


men’s 


ront 


faces and 
vicious mass attacks on the 

lice lines before the National 
marchers had ~ even 


total defeat of Socialism will 
remove this violence from 
British rational life; it is to this 
task that the National Front is 


launching 


is the only Party making an un- 
compromising stand for Law 
and Order, stands instead for 
violence. This gem of Socialist 
hypocrisy cannot be left 
unanswered. 


In the London Borough of 
Lewisham last year, on the 
occasion of a perfectly legal 
National Front march with the 
theme “Clear the Muggers off 
the Streets”, the capital wit- 
nessed unprecedented violence 


against both the police and 


the NF marchers, which came 
entirely from the ideological 
cousins of the Labour Party on 
the Socialist Left. Indeed the 
Socialist Workers’ Party was 
spraying ammonia in_police- 


started to assemble for their 
march. 


The Labour Government did 
not condemn this Socialist mob 
violence because Labour Party 
officials helped to organise it. 


Furthermore it is a socialist 
organisation, the IRA, that is 
murdering British citizens and 
British troops in Northern Ire- 
land and on the mainland, 
which our Socialist Government 
does not have the will or the 
desire to smash. Both at home 
and abroad it is Socialist parties 
and organisations that are using 
unbridled violence in their 
efforts to wreck ordered, 
civilised society, and only the 


dedicated. 


As for the allegation that the 
National Front is bent on 
destroying the democratic 
system, the threat to democracy 
comes not from the NF, which is 
making spectacular progress 
through the ballot box, but 
from the Labour Party, which in 
its squalid attempts to deny 
freedom of speech to political 
opponents, such as the National 
Front, is only following the 
established example of its 
Socialist comrades in power 
behind the Iron Curtain. 


NIGEL COUSINS, 
National Front Prospective 
Parliamentary candidate for 
Dover and Deal. 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Dave Duke Wasted on KKK 


What a great pity that Mr. Dave Duke 
is a member — let alone “Imperial Wizard” — 
of one of the fragments of the Ku Klux Klan. 

I saw him in action for the first time 
on the BBC1 TV Tonight programme. His 
articulate, intelligent quick-wittedness and 
above all his quiet courtesy totally 
demolished the ill-informed and artificially 
aggressive little berk who .was set to 
interview him. 


Many of the comments that I heard- 


Mr. Duke make on TV and radio interviews 
or read in newspapers contained a substantial 
element of truth. They were certainly not 
the hysterical ravings of a hooded, fiery-cross 
saluting, lynch-rope twirling racial bigot that 
the mass media had led us to expect. 

Had Mr. Duke come to Britain as the 
representative of an American equivalent of 
the National Front—that is a fully-constituted 
political party—and not as the representative 
of a secret society whose members dress up 
in robes which make them look like every 
British child’s nightmare vision of a bogey- 
man, and whose reputation (justified or not) 
is connected in most British minds with the 
lynching, bull-whipping or castration of 
“uppity nigras’’, then I am sure I and other 
NF officials would have been interested to 
meet him. But the KKK connection made 
that quite impossible. 

The media, of course, did its best to 
suggest that the NF was responsible for Mr. 
Duke’s visit to Britain, or that he would be 
staying with NF officials or supporters. 


Nasty Trick 


A particularly nasty trick was employed 
by the Birmingham Commercial radio BRMB 
to link up in peoples’ minds the KKK with 
the NF. 

BRMB arranged for Mr. Duke to parti- 
cipate in a phone-in show. Having done this 
BRMB then rang NF Head Office and said: 
“Can we phone Martin Webster later on 
today to get a quote about the visit to Britain 
of Dave Duke of the KKK?’’ No mention of 
Mr. Duke’s phone-in show — just a request 
for an ordinary news interview. 

At the appointed hour BRMB phoned 
me, locked my phone line into their broad- 
cast circuit so that I could not disconnect, 
and left me to realise that I had not been 
contacted for an interview but had been 
conned into participating in a live radio 
snow with Mr. Duke. 

The smarmy con-man of a presenter 
cued me in with the question to Mr. Duke: 
“Tell me, Mr. Duke — was your visit to 
Britain arranged at the invitation of a group 
in this country known for its somewhat 
racialist views, the National Front?”’ 

Mr. Duke replied to the effect that 
there is no truth at all in the suggestion. He 


Trouble shooting 


admired the work of the National Front but 
had no contact with the party. 

Mr. Smarmy Con-man rejoins: “‘Well 
we have on the line now Martin Webster, 
National Activities Organiser of the National 
Front’ (giving the false impression that I 
phoned BRMB) “..-. What is your opinion 
of Mr. Duke’s visit to Britain Mr. Webster?” 

Confronted with a set-up like. that all 
I could do was tell Mr. Smarmy Con-man: 

‘IT want to make it clear that you 
telephoned me — I did not telephone you. 
You got me on the phone by pretending that 
you wanted to conduct an _ ordinary 
interview with me. You did not say I would 
be involved ina direct conversation with Mr. 
Duke. Next time BRMB wants to conduct an 
interview with me it is going to have to be 
more honest and explain in advance exactly 
what the scenario is going to be. I have to 
tell you I will be complaining to the IBA 
about this trick. Please disconnect my line 
at once.” 

This was the only device I could think 
of at the time which could prevent the 
development of a situation which would 
undoubtedly have been portrayed in the 
Press the following day as “‘NF official 
Martin Webster phones local radio station to 
hob-nob with Klan leader .. .”’ or something 
equally embarrassing to the NF. This was 
obviously the objective of Mr. Smarmy Con- 
man’s operation. 

BRMB is quite keen on dirty tricks 
against the NF. On nomination day in the 
Stechford Parliamentary by-election last 
year BRMB gave out on its hourly news 
bulletins the names of all the candidates 
which had been nominated in the election — 
except the name of Andrew Brons, the NF 
candidate. NF campaign officials who phoned 
the BRMB newsdesk to ask for the bulletin 
to be corrected were laughed and sneered at. 
The same disgraceful trick was played on the 
occasion of the subsequent Ladywood 
Parliamentary by-election when Tony Reed- 
Herbert was the NF candidate. 

What a great pity it was that Mr. Duke’s 
KKK connection made him a propaganda 
weapon which Leftist swine — such as those 
who grunt out their propaganda on BRMB 
Radio’s airwaves — seek to use against the NF. 

It may be that the Klan has a tradition 
and a public image in the Deep South of the 
United States which make it a widely accep- 
table and relevant part of the political scene 
in those parts. But so far as the majority of 
British people are concerned the Ku Klux 
Klan — for all the intelligence and charm of 
Mr. Duke — is at best the butt of a joke and 
at worst the theme of a horror-story. 

This being so, while Mr. Duke’s visit to 
Britain may have done him wonders in the 
prestige and publicity stakes among the folks 
back home (the main object of his visit) his 
usefulness to the ‘“‘white racialist cause’’ in 
Britain has been questionable . . . though 
perhaps not the total disaster that was feared. 


NF Wins BBC Immigration Debate 


The big BBC2 TV debate on Immig- 
ration broadcast on Thursday 9th March 
must have done the NF an awful lot of good. 

Firstly, the spectacle not only of 
dripping wet British politicians agonising 
about the plight of the poor Coloured 
Immigrants in Britain, but of arrogant 
negroes, Sikhs, Indians, and a miscellany of 
East European types asserting what the 
indigenous British people must put up with 
must have sickened and enraged any British 
viewers with an ounce of self-respect. 

Secondly, as the debate proceeded and 
speakers not just from the “three main 
political parties” but also from all manner of 
Immigrant and Immigrant-pampering pressure 
groups (the Runnymede Trust, the Joint 
Council for the Welfare of Immigrants, the 
Indian Workers’ Association, the Community 
Relations Commission etc., ad nauseam) 
were called upon to speak, I could sense a 
million viewers’ minds wondering with ever- 
heightened excitement: ‘When is a National 
Front spokesman going to get a chance to 
have a say?” 

No National Front spokesman got to 
speak in the debate for the simple reason 
that no NF spokesman was invited. Not only 
that, but I am informed that before the 
debate commenced the audience were 
specifically asked not to mention the NF 
when saying their piece. 

Thus it was that the spectre of the NF 
hung over the proceedings gaining in intensity 
simply because it was not represented and so 
ostentatiously not referred to by people 
known to be obsessed with “the need to 
confront the NF’s vicious racialism head-on.” 

I understand that one of the co- 
producers of the debate, Elizabeth Smith, 
did feel at one time that if private pressure 
groups such as the Runnymede Trust could 
be invited to send a representative (a snooty 
Asian lady) then the National Front, Britain’s 
premier anti-Immigration party, supported 
by more than 100,000 voters in London 
alone, had a right to be represented. 

But this was not to be. Pressure was 
put on the BBC not only by the far Left and 
Immigrant small-fry who were invited to be 
present, but also jointly by the two main 
speakers, the Home Secretary, Merlyn Rees, 
and Shadow Home Secretary William White- 
law. They made it quite plain that the debate 
would be a non-starter if the NF was in any 
way involved. 

At one stage Miss Smith invited Mrs. 
Joy Page, the redoubtable Secretary of the 
Immigration Control Association, to attend 
the debate. I am sure she would have given a 
very good account of herself. But at the last 
moment Miss Smith phoned Mrs. Page to 
cancel the invitation saying: ‘“‘We have 
invited a representative of the National 
Front in your place.” 

What a naughty fib, Miss Smith! 
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Ban fails to halt Ilford poll success 


John Hughes, the National Front’s 
candidate in the Ilford North by-election, 
polled 2,126 votes (4.7% of the poll) and 
came within a hundred votes of beating the 
Liberal candidate in a traditionally strong 
Liberal constituency. It was the first time 
the National Front had fought the Parlia- 
mentary seat. The party increased its vote 
and percentage poll over its previous 
performance in the GLC elections. 

This was a particularly good perfor- 
mance in view of the type of constituency, 
extremely cosmopolitan, with a large 
traditionally Tory-voting middle class 
population as well as a sizeable Immigrant 
community. Despite these factors, National 
Front voters turned out in force and allowed 
the Liberals to barely scrape ahead of the 
NF. 

Despite the fact that no serious violence 
would have taken place since the NF intended 
to march in a part of the constituency miles 
from the Red counter-demonstration, the 
NF march in support of its candidate was 
banned by the Home Secretary as a result of 
Zionist pressure. But the ban was turned to 
immediate advantage as the thousand or 
more NF members instead carried out a mass 
leafletting and canvassing operation in the 
same strongly pro-NF part of the 
constituency. 35,000 leaflets were distributed 
in just over an hour before members 
assembled for the election rally in a 
Barkingside school. 

Over 1,000 supporters packed the hall 
for one of the most enthusiastic NF by- 
election rallies ever held, and by far the 
biggest election meeting of any party in the 
campaign. £840 was raised in the collection. 

NF candidate John Hughes brought 
the audience of young and old to its feet as 


John Hughes speaks at Ilford election rally 
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he told the young people, beneath a huge 
display of Union Jacks, to be proud of being 
White and British. NF Deputy Chairman 
Andrew Fountaine denounced the years of 
treason and betrayal by the Conservative 
party with a venom that delighted even some 
journalists present. And thunderous applause 
greeted Martin Webster’s promise that the 
NF would fight on and on, come what may, 
pushing the vital immigration and repatri- 
ation issue to the forefront of British politics. 

Throughout the day, Labour party, 
“Anti-Nazi” League and other communist 
hooligans fought with the police and later 
attempted to storm the NF’s election 
meeting. The peaceful canvassing operation 
by the NF in particular enabled the voters of 
Ilford to contrast NF members canvassing in 
support of their candidate with the left-wing 
rabble brawling with the police. 


P.0. Workers raise 
election cash 


National Front supporters working in 
Enfield Post Office in North London have so 
far collected £950.00 to pay election deposits 
for NF candidates in the next General 
Election. This can finance the deposits in six 
constituencies. The money has been raised in 
small contributions, sometimes as little as 
10p. 

The Post Office workers have decided 
to donate their money to the constituencies 
of Hackney South & Shoreditch (where NF 
Chairman John Tyndall is the prospective 
Parliamentary candidate), Stevenage, 
Dagenham, Leytonstone, Upminster and 
Hatfield & Welwyn. They are now raising a 
further £150 for Portsmouth and Southsea 
Branch. Whenever the election is called, this 
dedicated group of supporters will have 
raised well over £1,000 for the National 
Front. 

Said one supporter: ‘‘While Tom 
Jackson continues to spout all his rubbish 
about ‘the labour movement’ combatting 
racialism, we just carry on raising money to 
promote more of it!” 


JOHN HUGHES 


Vicar who spoke 


up for NF 
stands firm 


The Reverend Antony Bell, rector of 
Stanway, Essex, who praised the National 
Front for its ‘courage’ in speaking out on 
immigration is being persecuted outside his 
church by “Anti-Nazi’’ League hooligans. 
But he refuses to be intimidated. 

The Reverend Bell stated in a letter to 
a local newspaper that “The National Front 
has won a great deal of support from a wide 
cross section of society ... because they 
have stood up courageously for a point of 
view which the main political parties have 
been at pains to suppress.” 

“It is hardly creditable,’ he went on, 
“but rather a sign of political impotence to 
try to stick the label of fascist or Nazi on the 
National Front.”’ 

The Reverend Bell concluded: “Unless 
something is done, we as a country are in 
danger of being swamped by foreigners.” 

Left-wingers intend to picket his 
church every Sunday. ‘We want to 
embarrass him until he backs down and 
admits he was wrong,” said one Red lout. 
The Reverend Bell has refused to back down 
and has said he will not retract his letter to 
the Essex County Standard. 


TO LET 
Plymouth, Devon 


Holiday flatlet to NF members. A ground 
floor flat in Georgian House adjacent to 
Admiralty House. 100 yards from magni- 
ficent sea views and swimming pool. Half 
mile from city centre and only a few 
minutes into Cornwall by car. Attractively 
furnished, & sleep 4 persons. Luxury 
kitchen. Colour TV. Pretty walled garden. 
Phone 0752-59595. Write 100 George St., 
Mount Wise, Plymouth. 


ENGAGEMENT 


Miss Clare McAllister, Wales Regional 
Agent, and Mr. Rod Farr, Cardiff Branch 
Organiser, announce their forthcoming 
engagement and would like to express 
their gratitude to the National Front for 
the role it has played in bringing them 
together. 


Onward 
march of 
the Young 
National 
Front 


Young National Front, the party’s new 
youth organisation, was formally launched 
at an enthusiastic rally last month in 
Birmingham’s Digbeth Civic Hall. 

Hundreds of YNF members and 
supporters from all over the country packed 
the hall and heard speeches by YNF leaders 
Joe Pearce (Barking), Dave Goddard 
(Birmingham), Kevin Randall (Enfield), 
Melanie Dixon (Dorchester) and Nick Griffin 
(Ipswich). Guest speakers at the rally, which 
was chaired by YNF Chairman Andrew 
Fountaine, were Andrew Brons, Martin 
Webster and John Tyndall. 

Inside the hall, a motion was proposed 
by Dave Goddard pledging the Young 
National Front to act as the spearhead of 
British youth against the advance of Com- 
munism. Meanwhile, outside the hall, a 
rioting mob of coloured Immigrants, com- 
munist and Labour party hooligans smashed 
walls and broke up paving stones to hurl at 
the police along with stones and bottles. 

Ironically in view of the YNF’s anti- 
Red Teacher campaign, much of the rioting 
was led by Communist Party of England 
agitator John Buckle, a former Birmingham 
teacher who claimed that the riot was part 


NOW AVAILABLE! 


LARGE NF BRASS BELT BUCKLES 

NF Brass Belt Buckles, interchangeable with 
the buckles on our other NF Belts — £2 each 
plus 30p p&p. 

BELTS, in small, medium and large sizes, made - 
of best quality black hide, complete with a 
large brass buckle in the form of the NF motif. 
A MUST for every activist! A real bargain at 
only £5 each plus 50p p&p. 

BELTS, with a metal buckle and a leather insert 
bearing the NF motif only £4 each plus 50p p&p. 
Treat yourself to a quality Key Case at only £2 
each plus 25p p&p, or an NF Key Ring at only 
60p inc. p&p. 

BRANCH ORGANISERS — MAKE EXTRA 
CASH FOR YOUR BRANCH FUNDS! 

NF Key Rings available to Branches at the give- 
away price of only 30p each for orders of 20 
and over! Selling price 60p each, a profit of 
50%! Post and packing at the rate of 50p per 10. 
Cheques or PO’s made payable to National 
Front Bodmin Branch. Payment with order only. 


Send your order now to: 
Mr. N. F. Hedger, 64 Berrycombe Vale, 
Bodmin, Cornwall 


Sub-human members of the Labour Party 
Young Socialists demonstrating outside the 
NF’s youth rally in Birmingham 


of a “‘campaign to overthrow the capitalist 


system.” 

YNF members cheered as NF Chairman 
John Tyndall told them of the need to build 
a new breed of British youth with the will 
and courage to crush communism. 

Recruitment to the YNF continues to 
grow, as NF Head Office receives many 
hundreds of applications for membership. 
More young people were to be seen at the 
mass canvassing in Ilford than at any 
previous National Front activity. The YNF 
recently organised a _ picket outside 
the notorious gathering of communist 
teachers at Caxton Hall in London, while on 
the same day YNF members in the North 
West picketed the Granada TV studios in 
Manchester in protest against multi-racialist 
propaganda being shown to primary school 
children. 

The Young National Front has also 
developed its sporting activities, and YNF 
Branch soccer teams have been formed in 
various parts of the country. The scheme 
started when Joe Pearce, YNF Organiser 
of Barking Branch, formed a soccer team 
and played its first match against a Tower 
Hamlets YNF team formed by YNF 
Organiser John Davies. Now that more 
teams have developed, a John Tyndall 
Shield is to be played for on a nationwide 
basis by YNF 5-a-side teams. Eight teams 
will take part, two from London and teams 
from the Midlands, East Anglia, the North 
East, the North West and Scotland. 


The Contrast 


YNF Secretariat member Tim White, 16, 
sells anti-Communist literature at his college 
of further education in Kingston 


for joining 
the YNFI 


A T-Shirt 


YNEF ‘Bulldog’ T-shirts on a Union Jack 
background. £2.50 each inc. post and 
packing. Available from North Bucks NF. 
Phone Colin Seal on 0908-612978. 
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GLOBAL POWER ‘BID: 
WAS THERE A TAKEOVER? 
Contd. from page 7 


mystique. And, of course, their funds. 

It was, after all, the image of an Anglo- 
American network, burning with zeal to 
promote the “English Idea’? which had 
proved so attractive in the United States, 
winning for the American Council on 
Foreign Relations broad support among men 
of wealth and influence who relished the idea 
of being identified with the English upper 
classes in a fellowship which helped to 
sanctify their personal ambitions. 

It was a feather in the cap for 
America’s nouveau riches to be associated 
with Englishmen described by Dr. Quigley as 
‘gracious and cultured gentlemen” who 
constantly thought in terms of high ideals 
and Anglo-American solidarity. 

If the network is still very much in 
existence and if the American end of it is no 
longer controlled by an “Anglophile, high 
Episcopalian” American Eastern Establish- 
ment — then, by whom is it now controlled? 

An answer to that vital question must 
be sought not in Dr. Quigley’s book, but 
rather in the events which followed the 
publication of his book; in other words, in 
what happened to a book which had revealed 
so much of the truth of the “history of the 
world in our time,’ and what happened to 
Dr. Quigley himself. 

The book was suppressed and efforts 
were made to prevent the author from 
recovering the copyright of a work which 
had attracted much attention and was well 
on the way to becoming a bestseller. Indeed, 
after the Macmillan Company had cut off 
supplies, Tragedy and Hope soon acquired 
great scarcity value and copies were changing 
hands at two hundred dollars and more. 

What is equally significant is that Dr 
Quigley was left completely in the dark. 
Macmillans, as he himself tells us, “‘lied’’ to 
him; and none of those “‘instruments”’ of the 
network with whom he had been so closely 
associated for 20 years and who had per- 
mitted him “‘for two years in the early 1960s 


Send 20p for information pack. 


To: NATIONAL FRONT 
91 CONNAUGHT ROAD 
TEDDINGTON, MIDDX. 

(Tel. 01-977 2452) 
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to examine its papers and secret records,” 
came to him and tried to explain what had 
happened, or why he had been wrong in 
supposing that secrecy was no_ longer 
necessary. 

Indeed, it would be hard to imagine 
anything more un-English, more remote 
from the “English Idea’’, than the cavalier 
treatment of so enthusiastic a disciple as 
Dr. Carroll Quigley. 


“THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION” 


Since the inside facts about who really 
controls the network remain a closely guarded 
secret, we shall have to be satisfied with a 
hypothesis capable of absorbing the facts 
which are available and others as they come 
to light. Even the courts, after all, frequently 
have to be satisfied with what they call 
“circumstantial evidence’, and many a man 
has been hanged on evidence which amounted 
to no more than an apparently invincible 
hypothesis. 

What we do knowis that the operations 
of the network, now as before, are charac- 
terised by a continuity of purpose and an 
inner discipline which cannot by any stretch 
of imagination be attributed to pure chance. 
On the contrary, they presuppose an 
energising and unifying principle at the 
centre of things just as potent, if not more 
so, than the Anglo-Saxon imperialism of 
Rhodes and Milner. 

We also know, or ought to know, that 
what happened to Dr. Quigley is only a 
minor episode in a campaign of mind control 
unprecedented in the history of the English- 
speaking peoples. 

As Dr. Antony Sutton puts it in Wall 
Street and the Rise of Hitler: “Twentieth 
century history, as recorded in Establishment 
textbooks and journals, is inaccurate.” 

Dr. Sutton adds: “Through foundations 
controlled by this elite, research by com- 
pliant and spineless academics, ‘conservatives’ 
as well as ‘liberals’, has been directed into 
channels useful for the objectives of the elite 
essentially to maintain this subversive and 
unconstitutional power apparatus.” 

Knowledge of the existence of this 
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global system of mind control is the first 
requirement for an accurate interpretation 
of contemporary history. “No go” areas 
have been established in the realm of inquiry 
and debate, with terrifying penalties for 
trespass. 

One of the most important, if not the 
most important, of these ‘“‘no go” areas is 
that which has to do with the organisational 
structure, operations and ambitions of 
modern Zionism, whose nexus with the 
highest concentrations of financial power is 
obvious. 

Dr. Carroll Quigley has written a 1310- 
page “history of the world in our time”’ with- 
references to Zionism so scanty that the 
word ‘‘Zionism” does not even qualify for 
inclusion in 36 pages of index. 

Barricades of intimidation have been 
set up in the realm of public opinion, 
humming and crackling with danger like 
electrified fences, all designed to discourage 
“outsiders” from trying to find out what is 
‘being made to happen”’ and by whom. 

All these devices of misinformation 
and suppression, however, only tend to 
strengthen the hypothesis that at the highest 
levels of power in the Eastern Establishment, 
hence also of the “‘network’’, it is a Zionist 
imperialism that has replaced an Anglo- 
Saxon imperialism and a Zionist Idea which 
has supplanted the English Idea of Ruskin, 
Rhodes and Milner as the lodestar of those 
who seek to set up a New World Order and 
to create their own brand of “heaven here 
upon earth.” 


SPEARHEAD FUND 


Money over and above normal 
income from sales is needed to 


build up SPEARHEAD. 


Your help would be greatly 
appreciated. Please make out your 
postal orders or cheques to Spear- 
head, and send them to: 91 Con- 
naught Road, Teddington, Middx. 
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